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LONDON, JUNE 2, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


A CONSIDERABLE NUMBER of actions, it is understood, will shortly 
be transferred to Mr. Justice Kexewicu from the lists of the other 
Chancery judges. This will assist in relieving the list of Mr. 
Justice Kay, which has for some time been in a stagnant state by 
reason of the prolonged hearing of the case of Edison v. Holland, 
and from which list a large number of cases will probably be 
taken. The plan adopted on the last occasion of a transfer will be 
adopted, so as to prevent the necessity of applications for re- 
transfer. 





By VERY GRADUAL steps the number of cases in the lists of the 
Queen’s Bench Division to be tried without juries, as compared 
with those to be tried with juries, has been increasing until, at 
length, those in the former category exceed those in the latter. 
The excess is small, being only two, but it follows an excess of six 
in the last sittings of non-jury cases over jury cases. This gradual 
development serves to shew that trial by jury is going out of 
favour, and that we may anticipate a time when trial by jury in 
civil cases will be the exception, and not the rule. 





In anticipation of Court of Appeal No. 2 completing their 
rather unusually small list of appeals before the end of the 
sittings, they would, as we suggested last week, be in a position 
to assist Court of Appeal No. 1 in clearing off their long list; but 
the difficulty arises that two courts cannot sit for the hearing 
of Queen’s Bench appeals during the absence of the leaders on 
circuit without causing grave inconvenience. Possibly some 
arrangement might be made by which Court of Appeal No. 2 
should, before the commencement of circuits, break off the hearing 
of Chancery Appeals and take Queen’s Bench appeals, resuming 
the hearing of Chancery appeals when the circuits commence. 





Tue Annvat General Meeting of the Incorporated Law Society 
has been fixed for the 6th of July, for the election of a president 
and vice-president, one member of the council in the place of Mr. 
Josepx Dopps, M.P., of Stockton-on-Tees, who has resigned ; of 
ten members of the council in lieu of the following members, who 
go out of office in rotation—viz., Messrs. Josep Appison (Lon- 
don), Jou Coorrr (Manchester), Dr. Epwix Fresarretp (London), 
Wx. Goppen (London), J. W. Howzerr (Brighton), Jonx Hunter 
(London), Henry Marxsy (London), Tomas Marsnatt (Leeds), 
C. B. Mareerrs (Huntingdon), and F. P. Morrett (Oxford) ; and for 
the election of three auditors. The name of every person intended 
to be proposed as president, vice-president, member of the council, 
or auditor, must be transmitted in writing to the secretary twenty 
days at least before the day of meeting. 





Many prays have from time to time been suggested with a view 
to doing away with ‘‘delays in Chancery,” but experience has 
long shewn that no rules which will not one way or other work 
injustice are sufficient to overcome the vis inerti@ which inspires 
a suitor strenuously endeavouring to postpone the evil day. We 
are inclined, however, to agree with the correspondent of a daily 
paper, who insists that much delay now incident to a chancery 


action might be avoided if the regulations in regard to time were 
enforced with anything approaching strictness. It must be 
admitted that much Jaxity occurs in granting applications for time, 
and that a first application is granted almost as a matter of course. 
Subsequent applications should, we venture to say, be looked into 
with careful scrutiny, and wherever there is a suspicion of mere 


*7 | wanton delay, should be dealt with accordingly. If the judges 
629 | would instruct their officers to guard this much-misused custom of 


granting applications for time, they might, by the aid of that 
strong lever ‘‘coste,” reduce to a minimum the delays thereby 
caused. 





Tue oss of Mr. Jonn Marmapuxe Tzespate, of the firm of 
Martes, Trespate, & Co., will be widely felt. His genuine kindli- 
ness, both of manner and heart, endeared him to a large circle of 
friends, and those who had the advantage of his professional 
advice will not soon forget his consummate tact and his 
scrupulously honourable treatment of business matters. Mr. 
TEESDALE was educated at Winchester, and was articled to his 
father, Mr. Joun Trxspate, of Fenchurch-street. He was admitted 
in 1842, when he joined his father’s firm—Messrs. Taxspatz, 
Symes, & Wesron, but in 1862, after his father’s death, he went 
into partnership with his brother-in-law, Mr. Freperick Mapues, 
at 6, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, under the style of Maprzs, 
Maptes, & Trespatr, of which firm the late Mr. Jouw Youne sub- 
sequently became a member. It will be remembered that it was 
to a former member of this old-established firm that Lord Bracons- 
FIELD was articled in 1821. Mr. Trxspate was a director of the 
Law Life Assurance Office. He died at his residence, The Lodge, 
Effingham, near Leatherhead, after a short illness, on Sunday last. 
He leaves three sons, two of whom are in the profession, and three 
daughters. 





In BRIEFLY NorTicrNG, last week, the amendment as to trustees’ 
powers of investment which had been introduced in the Liability of 
Trustees Bill, we remarked that the clause authorizing trustees to in- 
vest ‘‘in the purchase of freehold ground rents” seemed to be rather 
a strong provision. The reasons for the remark were, we supposed, 
obvious; for, if unexplained or unrestricted, the power given 
might alter the destination of the trust property and enable 
trustees to buy ground rents for short terms and bearing no proper 
proportion to the rack rents. We are glad to find from the reprint 
of the Bill that these objections have been provided against. The 
power is now restricted and modified as follows :—‘“‘(2) For the 
purposes of this section ‘ freehold ground rent’ shall mean property 
held for an estate of inheritance in fee simple in possession, sub- 
ject to a lease for an unexpired term of not less than sixty years, 
at an annual ground rent not exceeding one-tenth of the net 
annual rateable value of the property at the date of the purchase. 
(3) A freehold ground rent purchased under the power conferred 
by this section shall be held by the trustee, subject to a trust for 
sale and for the investment of the net proceeds of sale in other 
authorized investments, and, for the purposes of the instru- 
ment creating the trust, shall be deemed to be personal estate.” 
Subject to some verbal alterations relating to the case of an 
administrator, who, by clause 1, is included in the expression 
“trustee,” we think that these provisions will meet the case mry 
fairly. We observe that a further clause (10) has been added, 
providing that ‘‘a power to invest trust money in real securities 
shall authorize, and shall be deemed to have always authorized, an 
investment upon mortgage of property held for an unexpired 
term of not less than two hundred years, and not subject to any 
reservation of rent greater than one shilling a year, or to any 
right of redemption, or to any condition for re-entry except for 
non-payment of rent.” The object of this is to reverse Mr. 
Justice Srretme’s decision in Leigh v. Leigh (31 Soxrcrrors’ 
Journat, 94, 35 W. R. 121), that a term for raising portions is 
not a “real security.” As it is probable that a large number of 
investments on mortgage of a long term have been made in 
reliance on Mr. Davidson’s opinion (3 Dav. Prec. 37), and as there 
is no reason to doubt the propriety of such an investment for 
trust fands, it is very desirable that this new clause should be 
passed. We observe, by the way, an amusing blunder in the 





reprint of the Bill. Clause 1, sub-clause 2, provides that “this 
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Act, except clause 13 thereof, shall not extend to Scotland. As 
there are only twelve clauses in the Bill, the interpretation of this 
provision would seem to be somewhat obscure. The reference ought 
to be, apparently, to “clause” 11. 





We pnint elsewhere a report, with which we have been 
favoured, of a nisi prius decision of Jones v. For‘escue, 
which, if followed, seems likely, to some extent, to stem 
the tide of cases which has followed the unfortunate doctrine of 
collateral verbal contracts established by Erskine v. Adeane (21 
W. R. 802, 8 Ch. 766). That doctrine was stated by Metuisu, 
LJ., as follows:—‘‘ No doubt, as a rule of law, if parties enter 
into negotiations affecting the terms of a bargain, and afterwards 
reduce it into writing, verbal evidence will not be admitted to in- 
troduce additional terms into the agreement; but, nevertheless, 
what is called a collateral agreement, where the parties have 
entered into an agreement for a lease or for any other deed under 
seal, may be made in consideration of one of the parties executing 
that deed, unless, of course, the stipulation contradicts the terms 
of the deed itself. I quite agree that an agreement of that kind is 
to be rather closely watched, and that we should not admit it 
without seeing clearly that it is substantially proved. . . . But 
in this case it appears to me that the agreement is proved in the 
most satisfactory manner, and it is also proved that it was not in- 
tended to be included in the terms in the lease, which were after- 
wards reduced into writing and made into a deed, but it was 
intended to be collateral.” According to this learned judge 
there are three requisites to enable a plaintiff to recover 
on a collateral parol agreement:—(1) such agreement must be 
clearly proved; (2) it must not contradict the provisions of 
the written instrument ; and (3) such instrument must have been 
signed or executed on the strength of the parol agreement. It is 
strange to observe how this last requisite has come to be over- 
looked ; it seems to have been assumed in some cases that if a 
verbal representation is made by the landlord or his agent, 
followed by the execution of a lease, the representation constitutes 
a collateral agreement. Thus in Martin v. Spicer (34 Ch. D., at p. 
9), Lord Justice Corton says: ‘‘ Asa rule it is presumed not to be 
necessary to bind a landlord in respect of such a matter, but still, 
if he makes representations about it which amount to a contract 
with the other party, it is not right, in my opinion, to refuse to 
enforce it simply because if the parties had thought that there 
would be a departure on the one side or the other from the 
stipulation, they would have put it into the contract. In my 
opinion there was a representation, amounting in this case to a 
contract, that the property should be dealt with and managed 
in the way pointed out by the representation.” It is unnecessary 
to point out the danger attending this doctrine in the case of 
negotiations resulting in a written agreement ; perhaps a not unapt 
illustration of its results may be found in an unreported case 
before Mr. Justice Fry in 1882, where the lessee of a house, ex- 
cept the ground floor and back kitchen, brought an action on an 
alleged collateral verbal representation by the landlord that (among 
other things) a housekeeper who lived in the back kitchen had no 
children, whereas she had a husband and several children. It 
appears to us that before a collateral contract is allowed to be 
enforced against a lessor, strict proof should be required that the 
leasee had refused to execute the lease, except upon a promise 
that the terms not contained in the lease should be performed. 





A DISTINGUIsHED MEMBER Of the House of Commons once de- 
scribed the Licensing Acts as a “mass of unintelligible stuff,” 
and so they are to those who have not the patience to read every 
section of each of them carefully through. During the last few 
weeks, in addition to the more or less successful extra-judicial 
attempts to explain the law, judicial expositions of it have been 
remarkably frequent. In the Orewkerne case it was held that a 
six-day licence once granted could not be turned, at the pleasure 
of the holder, into a full licence, and in the Empire Theatre case 
that liquor could not be sold in places of public entertainment, not 
being theatres, under an Inland Revenue licence alone. Upon 
Sharp v. Wakefield, in which, to the astonishment of the Solicitor- 
Gsneral alone amongst lawyers, the court pronounced against the 
veted interests of the licensed victualler, we recently commented, 














and as we observe that the Court of Appeal (the case standing 
No. 29 upon their list) will shortly have to review the judgment 
of the High Court, and decide whether Mr. Rircare’s clauses 
do or do not reverse the existing law by ‘‘turning a licence 
into an estate,” we will say no more at present. But we may 
direct attention to two rather important recent cases. In Reg. 
v. King (36 W. R. 600) it was held by the Court of Appeal, 
reversing the decision of Cuartes, J., that the holder of a beer 
licence existing in 1869 has no statutory right to a wine licence 
also. The question there raised depends upon the true construc- 
tion of sections 8 and 19 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869 
(for 24 & 25 Vict. c. 91, s. 10, which is incidentally referred to in 
the judgments, merely abolishes a supposed disqualification, and 
does not confer a right). By section 8 “no application for a cer- 
tificate in respect of a licence to sell by retail beer, cider, or wine, 
not to be consumed on the premises, shall be refused, except upon 
one or more” of four specified grounds affecting the character of 
the applicant or his house, neither of which was called in question 
in Reg. v. King. By section 19, ‘‘ where, on the lst of May, 
1869, a licence under any of the said recited Acts” [there are six 
recited Acts, five of them dealing with five kinds of beer licences 
and two kinds of cider licences, and the remaining one with two 
kinds of wine licences] ‘‘is in force with respect to any house or 
shop for the sale by retail therein of beer, cider, or wine, to be con- 
sumed on the premises, it shall not be lawful for the justices to 
refuse an application for a certificate for the sale of beer, cider, or 
wine, to be consumed on the premises, in respect of such house or 
shop except. upon one or more of the grounds upon which an appli- 
cation for a certificate in respect of a licence for the sale of beer, 
cider, or wine, not to be consumed on the premises, may be re- 
fused under this Act.” The reason for this enactment was 
obviously to protect the real statutory vested interests of those 
who, under Lord Brovenam’s Act of 1830, and Mr. Grapsrone’s Act 
of 1860, had obtained excice licences—renewable as of course—for 
the sale of beer, cider, or wine respectively before Sir H. 8. 
Inpetson’s Act of 1869 had turned these licences (or rather, to 
speak correctly, such of them as were ‘‘ on”’ licences) from licences 
renewable as of course into licences renewable at the discretion of 
the justices of the peace. This being so, ought section 19 to be 
construed in relation to the words “‘ beer, cider, or wine” reddendo 
singula singulis or not? We have no hesitation in saying that it 
ought, and that, as Lord Esuer puts it, ‘‘ the meaning comes to be 
that if a man holds, on the date specified, one or more of these 
licences and applies for its or their renewal, such renewal only 
applies to the licence or licences which he then holds, and as to 
those can only be refused on the four conditions specified, but on 
an application by such a holder of one of these licences for another 
of the licences specified, that is an application for a new licence 
altogether, and can be refused at the discretion of the justices.” 
Turning to the other case above mentioned—Gascoyne v. Risley 
(36 W. R. 605)—we find that it is not competent for justices 
to refuse to renew a licence on account of an objection originated 
by themselves, unless they have first given notice of objection 
and taken evidence on oath in accordance with section 42, 
sub-sections 2 and 3, of the Licensing Act, 1872. By these 
enactments ‘‘ where a licensed person applies for a renewal” the 
justices shall not entertain any objection—or take any evidence— 
unless written notice of an intention to oppose has been served on 
the holder, “‘ provided that the licensing justices may, notwith- 
standing that no notice has been given, on an objection being made, 
adjourn the granting of any licence to a future day, and require 
the attendance of the holder of the licence on such day, when 
the case will be heard and the objection considered, as if 
the notice hereinbefore prescribed had been given”; and ‘“‘ the 
justices shall not receive any evidence with respect to the 
renewal of such licence which is not given on oath.” In 
Gascoyne v. Risley there had been no notice of opposition, and 
the refusal appears to have arisen merely from an ‘‘ objection 
arising in the minds of the justices themselves, and actuating them 
to refuse.” Now that the justices themselves may object has been 
already held in Reg. v. Farquhar (L. R. 9 Q. B. 258), and in 
Reg. vy. Merthyr Tydvil (14 Q. B. D. 584) it was held that a 
private objection does not give the jurisdiction to adjourn. But is 
this latter case an authority for the proposition that an objection 
made by one member of the court to another, upon general grounds 
not affecting the particular applicant, must be confirmed on oath ? 
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TRUSTEES’ INVESTMENTS. 


In the majority of cases in which statutory powers have been 
conferred on trustees as incidental to their trust, it has been the 
policy of the Legislature to adopt (as far as possible) the powers 
and provisions prevailing in general use at the time. Thus Lord 
Cranworth’s Act, 23 & 24 Vict. c. 145 (recently repealed), was 
intituled ‘“‘an Act to give to trustees, mortgagees, and others 
certain powers now commonly inserted in settlements, mortgages, 
and wills”; and the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is an Act for 
(among other things) ‘‘ vesting in trustees, mortgagees, and others 
various powers commonly conferred by provisions inserted in 
settlements, mortgages, wills, and other instruments.” In fact 
the utility of such statutory powers must largely depend on their 
being in conformity with the practice at the time. But when we 
come to consider the manner in which the Legislature has from 
time to time conferred on trustees a statutory power of invest- 
ment, we find that it has not by any means proceeded on the same 
policy. No doubt a power of investment differs essentially from 
other powers conferred on trustees by statute; the range of invest- 
ment is various, and there is no one particular range of investment 
which can be termed the “‘ usual” power. At the same time, it 
is clear that, however varied the range of investment inserted in 
settlements and wills, there are some particular kinds of invest- 
ment which almost invariably appear in all of them. One might, 
therefore, have expected that the Legislature would, as far as 
practicable, have adopted those particular modes of investment, at 
any rate, which a general consensus of testators and settlors have 
considered expedient, and which are also to be found in the 
settlements made by the court on behalf of those under its pro- 
tection. But such has not been the case; the statutory powers of 
investment are so restricted that few (if any) settlors or testators 
are found to rely upon them, and it is probable that, in most cases 
where an express power has been omitted, such omission has been 
the result of inadvertence rather than design. 

The question, therefore, arises whether the statutory power of 
investment might not, with advantage, be brought into somewhat 
clorer conformity with modern practice and requirements. The 
amendments made in the Liability of Trustees’ Bill introduced by 
Lord Herschell are certainly a step in this direction ; by this Bill, 
as amended, the following modes of investment will be added to 
the existing statutory powers, namely :— 

(1) Debenture, preference, guaranteed, or rent-charge stock of 
any railway company in Great Britain or Ireland incorporated by 
special Act of Parliament, and having during each of the ten years 
last past before the date of investment, paid a dividend on its 
ordinary stocks or shares. 

(2) Nominal debenture stock issued under the Local Loans Act, 
1875. 

(3) Inscribed stock of any British Colony as the court, on the 
application of the trustee, may sanction. 

(4) In the purchase of freehold ground-rents. 

A few observations on these additions may, perhaps, be useful. 
As regards the stock comprised under the second heading, it 
appears not to include several of the more important corporation 
stocks which have been issued under special Acts and not under 
the Local Loans Act. For example, we believe that we are 
correct in saying that the Birmingham Corporation Stock,* also 
the Liverpool and Manchester Corporation Stocks, were issued 
under special Acts. The principal corporation stocks issued under 
special Acts really belong to the same category as stocks issued 
under the Local Loans Act, and are already authorized by their 
special Acts as trust investments in the same qualified manner as 
the stocks issued under the Local Loans Act—that is to say, con- 
ditionally on the trustee being otherwise authorized to invest in 
the debentures or debenture stock of any railway or other com- 
pany. 

As regards the colonial stocks, we do not feel sure that the pro- 
vision for application to the court is desirable. Is the provision 
inserted with the object of ascertaining that the particular colonial 
stock is a sound investment, from a stockbroker’s point of view, or 
of ascertaining that the special circumstances of the cestui que trust 
require the investment, or with both objects? Ifinserted with the 
former object, we are inclined to think that some modification is 


* See the list given in Trustees’ Guide to Investments, by Ellis, on p- 13. 





desirable. Trust investments are held for long periods, and discre- 
tion in retaining an investment is almost as much required as in 
making one. Where an investment has been sanctioned by the 
court, who is to exercise the discretion as to varying? The idea 
will undoubtedly prevail that an investment sanctioned by the 
court can remain tm statu guo without further thought. 

Tn the sub-sections to the investment clause in the Bill we may 
observe that some slight alterations are required in order to make 
them applicable to the case of an administrator, who is included in 
the definition of trustee, 








THE COUNTY ELECTORS ACT. 
(51 Vier. c. 10.) 


Tuts Act, which received the Royal assent on the 16th ult., has 
become of immediate interest and importance, although the Local 
Government Bill, for which it — the way, and without which 
it will be useless, will probably not receive the Royal assent for 
some time. This year’s machinery of Parliamentary registration, 
which the present Act, with modifications, embodies, has been for 
some time in active work, the 15th of April being the latest day (see 
section 7 of the Registration Act, 1885) for clerks of the peace to 
send “‘ precepts” to overseers, and the months of April and May 
being the periods during which (see section 9, sub-section 2, of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1884), it is the duty of the over- 
seers to inquire whether any man other than the rated occupier of 
any particular house is entitled to be registered as an inhabitant 
occupier of it, while it is in their power, though not obligatory upon 
them (see sub-section 3 of the same section), to serve “‘ requisitions” 
upon occupiers for the purpose of assisting them in these inquiries. 
The present Act (see section 13) makes provision for “‘ supplemental 
precepts,” and forms of such precepts have been assiduously 
put in circulation by the Local Government Board e llth seo- 
tion of the Act makes special provision for the unlikely, but possible, 
“event of a county authority not being established under any Act 
during the present session.” ‘ 

The Act contains only fifteen sections, of which as many as five, 
principally relating to revision, were added during its progress 
through the House of Commons. In substance, its main effect is 
briefly and aptly carried out by sub-section (1) of section 2, as fol- 
lows :— 


“ For the purpose of the election of county authorities in England, the burgess 
qualification, that is to say, the qualification enacted by section 9 of the Munici- 
— Perpoumiene ——% rr! shail extend to eve = ofa yA = = 
the )imits ro anda rson possessing in an of a co tside 
che entie oCp bopoush. and ©, Poimacke qualidsation, okall be onaitea %> be 


registered under this Act as a county elector in the parish in which the qualify- 
ing property is situate.” 

In form its main feature is incorporation, for the purpose of quali- 
fication, of large portions of the Municipal Corporations Act and 
‘any enactment of that or any other Act affecting the same,” and, 
for the purpose of registration, of the gy Act, 1885, and 
‘the Parliamentary Registration Acts wi the meaning of that 
Act ”—that is (see section 19 of the Act of 1885), ‘‘ the Parliamentary 
Registration Act, 1843, and the Parliamentary and Municipal Regis- 
tration Act, 1878, inclusive of any Acts and enactments amending the 
said Acts, or otherwise relating to revising barristers or to the regis- 
tration of voters, and of any Acts and enactments relating to — 
in so far as they are auxiliary to or deal with the registration o 
voters ”—that is (to explain the explanation as far as we can) the 
County Voters Registration Act, 1865, the Parliamentary Electors 
Registration Act, 1868, the Representation of the People Act, 1867 
(see especially section 40:, the Revising Barristers Acts of 1873, 1874, 
and 1886, and “ other” Acts, for we do not pretend to have given a 
cowplete list. : 

The short effect of the 9th ene Heat me Act of rete that = 
‘* burgess qualification ” is possessed by all persons, no g infants, 
liens, pameete, or specially disqualified by statute (as by 33 & 34 
Vict. c. 23 upon a conviction for felony), who are on any 15th of 
July, and have been for twelve months —— in occupation of 
any house, shop, or building in a borough, and have resided in the 
borough or within seven miles of it, and have been rated to oF ape 
rates within the twelve months, and have, on or before the of 
the same July, paid all rates pr up to the then preceding 20th 
of January. The present Act y incorporates section 31, 
by which, re-enacting section 5 of the Parliamentary and Municipal 
Registration Act, 1878, part of a house qualifies ; section 33, by which 
successive occupation qualifies; and last, though not least, section 63, 
by which single (see Rey. v. Harrald, L R. 7 Q. B. 361) women are en- 
titled to be registered and to vote. Amongst the sections not —<— 
incorporated, attention should be di to section 231, by whic 
distance is to be measured by the ordnance map, and section 241, 





by which no misnomer or inaccurate description, if such as to be 











se THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


commonly understood, is to hinder the full operation of the Act. So 
much for the incorporation of the Act of 1882 itself. As for the in- 
corporation of ‘‘ any other Act affecting it,’’ there is, happily, as yet 
no Municipal Corporations Act, properly so called, which has this 
‘‘ affecting” character; and the municipal qualification has not been 
meddled with since the Act of 1882, so that this rather alarming 
direction as to ‘“‘any other Act amending the same” is prospective 
only. In addition to these incorporated qualifications, the 3rd 
section of the Act confers, both upon borough and county electors, 
a new franchise, that of the ten pounds occupation qualification (first 
conferred on Parliamentary voters by section 27 of the Reform 
Act, 1832, but hitherto denied to municipal voters) which the 
Legislature has considerately described in a schedule to the Act, 
taken with variations from the precepts scheduled to the Regis- 
tration Act, 1885. 

Registration is dealt with by section 4 as follows :— 

“The Registration of Electors Acts shall, so far as circumstances admit, apply 
to the inrolment of burgesses in a municipal borough to which the Parliamen- 
tary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, does not apply,‘and to the registration 
of county electors . . . and the list of burgesses, and of county elect»rs, 
and of occupation voters for Parliamentary elections shall, so far as practicable, 
be made out and revised together.”’ 

The abolition of ‘‘ revising assessors’? in municipal boroughs, not 
being Parliamentary (see section 29 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 
1882, and Part I. of schedule 3 of the same Act for the election and 
functions of these officers), naturally follows, and there are added 
numerous qualifications of the Registration Acts, amongst which the 
more important are that the clerk of the peace is to perform the 
duties of town clerk in a parish situate in a non-Parliamentary 
borough ; that notices and lists need not be published at post-offices 
in such a parish, and that the guardians of a union not wholly 
comprised in an urban district may appoint a ‘‘ Registration 
Officer.” 

The period of revision is directed by section 6 to be between the Sth 
of September and the 12th of October in ordinary years, but by special 
temporary provision under section 15, ‘‘in the year 1888, notwithstand- 
ing anything in this Act or the enactments applied by this Act, the 
revision of the lists of Parliamentary voters and county electors 
(note, municipal electors are not comprehended] may be later than 
the 12th of October, so that it be not later than the 31st of October.” 
By the same section, the register of county electors is to be com- 
pleted on or before the 31st of December of the present year, and to 
come into operation on the Ist of January, 1889. 

As to revising barristers, the Revising Barristers’ Act, 1886 (49 & 
50 Vict. c. 42), by which the appointments were travsferred from 
the Lord Chief Justice of England to the senior judge actually 
travelling a circuit, is very properly made perpetual, and the sum of 
250 guineas is (see section 9) assigned as remuneration, *‘and in 
satisfaction of travelling and other expenses,’ the five guineas per 
day ‘‘over and above travelling expenses”” which was allowed by 
section 30 of the Pariiamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 
1878, being also abolished, so that no unseemly squabbles can in 
future arise between municipal authorities and revising barristers as 
to the exact amount due for municipal revision, 








EVIDENCE UNDER THE CRIMINAL LAW AMEND- 
MENT ACT, 1885. 
(Reg. v. Owen ; Reg. v. Wealand, 36 W. R. 575, 576.) 


Two important changes in the law of evidence were made by this 
Act. Under section 4 the unsworn evidence of a child of tender 
years, provided it is corroborated, may be admitted to prove the 
offences therein dealt with; and, by section 20, a person may give 
evidence on his own behalf in respect of any offence under the Act 
with which he is charged. A difficulty arises, however, when the 
prisoner is on his trial, not only for offences to which these sections 
apply, but also for corresponding smaller offences which are not 
within their scope, and the above cases illustrate the anomalies to 
which this may lead. Thus, by section 9, a person who has been 
tried, under section 4, for the offence of carnally knowing a girl under 
thirteen years, and has been acquitted, may nevertheless be convicted 
of indecent assault. What, then, is to be done with the child’s evi- 
dence, which is admissible, and has actually been admitted, for the 
greater offence, when it besomes a question of proving the less? 
This was the case of Reg. v. Weal»nd, and it was suggested that now 
the jury must banish it from their minds and deal with the question 
of indecent assault without taking it into consideration at all. To 
expect any jury actually to do this is, of course, absurd, and the very 
existence of the doubt shews the absurdity of making evidence good 
to prove one crime, and that a more heinous one, while it is no evi- 
dence to prove the other. But it must be observed that in a case of 
this kind the Act does not contemplate a trial upon an indictment 
with two separate counts, one for rape, or for an offence made felony 
by section 4, and the other for indecent assault; on the contrary, 
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the original charge comprises the greater offence only, although 
section 9 provides that, where it is not proved, there may be imme- 
diately a conviction for the smaller offence. This conviction, then, is 
clearly a part of the original proceedings, and, as the child’s evi- 
dence has already been expressly admitted, there seems to be no 
reason for subsequently excluding it. But although the decision 
seems quite correct according to the reasonable construction of the 
statute, yet the result exhibits the anomaly which was pointed out by 
Lord Coleridge. Thus, it is quite possible to indict a prisoner for the 
serious offence merely in order to let in evidence to convict him of 
the lesser, although it would have been inadmissible had the original 
indictment been for that alone. The case of Reg. v. Owen was 
different. There the prisoner was tried on an indictment charging 
him in the first count with an indecent assault, and in the second 
with a common assault. In order to refute the first charge he gave 
evidence in his own behalf, and in doing so admitted the second. 
Upon this latter consequently he was convicted, although the jury 
acquitted him of indecent assault. It is quite clear, of course, that 
nothing inthe Act warrants the admission of the prisoner’s evidence, 
except in respect of the offences mentioned in section 20, and it is 
equally clear that it would be too ridiculous to tell a jury that 
statements which were evidence five minutes ago are no longer 
worthy of belief in a court of justice. However the judges of the 
Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved were equal to 
the occasion. True, the prisoner's statements are no evidence 
against him immediately, yet they are without doubt admissions, and 
admissions voluntarily made. As such admissions then, they are 
receivable in evidence, and so are properly before the jury. This is 
ingenious, but leaves an unsatisfactory feeling that there must be a 
fallacy somewhere. It is not worth while, however, to pursue the 
matter further. The moral of both cases is to demonstrate the ab- 
surdity of making the same testimony evidence for one crime and no 
evidence for another ; it is no use to take half measures and then ex- 
pect logical results. 








REVIEWS. 


COMPANIES. r 

THe LAW AND PRACTICE UNDER THE CoMPANIES ACTS, 1882 to 1886, 

AND THE LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES AcTs, 1870 to 1872. By 

H. Burton BuckutEy, M.A., Q@.C. Firru EDITION. Stevens & 
Haynes. 


A new edition of this work has been looked for with some interest” 
for, although there have not been any important enactments since 
1883, when the last edition appeared, there were some points upon 
which the opinion of the author was very generally desired. One of 
these has just been removed by the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Re Almada and Tirito Co., Allen’s case (36 W. R. 593), on which 
we commented last week, but as we believe that that case is to be 
taken to the House of Lords, Mr. Buckley’s remarks on the question 
involved are still of importance. He evidently doubts the correct- 
ness of Mr. Justice Chitty’s decision in Re Ince Hall Rolling Mills Co. 
(23 Ch. D. 545 note) as to the legality of issue of shares at a discount 
under the protection of @ contract registered under section 25 of the 
Act of 1867. ‘‘ When,” he says (p. 531), ‘‘this question comes to 
be further discussed it will have to be considered whether much of 
the reasoning in /'revor v. Whitworth (12 App. Cas. 409) is not 
applicable mutatis mutandis to the issue of shares at a discount. The 
nominal amount of the share is not, it is submitted, to be specified in 
the memorandum idly and without object, but is to be a real sum 
to be paid either in cash, or, subject to the restrictions of this section 
(25 of the Act of 1867], in kind which the company contracts to 
accept as of that cash value.” The recent decision could hardly have 
been more correctly foreshadowed. The grounds of the judgment 
of the House of Lords in Trevor v. Whitworth (12 App. Cas. 409) 
are admirably summarized, and the principles which it affirms 
stated, at p. 512, and its effect is neatly summed up in the preface 
as being that ‘“‘the Vronjield case (17 Ch. D. 76} is not over- 
ruled, for the decision can be supported on other grounds. But 
its principle is gone.” With regard to the interpretation of 
section 17 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, Mr. Buckley states, 
at page 159, the various questions arising upon this obscure 
provision, and adds: ‘It is conceived that if a single lender advances 
money to the company upon a security given upon some part of the 
company’s chattels—in other words, if the company executes to A. B. 
a bill of sale to secure money lent—this cannot be brought within 
the section by calling the security a debenture. It is clear that if the 
company invites subscriptions to a debenture issue of £100,000, to be 
secured upon the company’s undertaking and all its stock-in-trade, 
and issues a series of debentures accordingly, this is within the -sec- 
tion. Where the line is to be drawn between the two remains to be 
decided.” We venture to think that the true distinction with regard 
to the interpretation of the section is that we suggested (ante, p. 19)— 
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viz., in the meaning to be given to the words in section 17, ‘‘ the 
capital stock or goods, chattels, and effects of such company” ; and 
that the debenture referred to in the section means an instrument 
which charges the whole of the capital stock, or the whole, or sub- 
stantially the whole, of the goods, chattels, and effects of the com- 
pany as a ‘floating security,” and that an instrument which merely 
charges a specific portion of any goods, chattels, or effects is not a 
debenture within the exception. We find throughout the book all 
the old characteristics of careful collection and masterly examination 
of cases, and we are glad to find that Mr. Buckley, Q.C., is not a 
less painstaking editor than the unknown Mr. Buckley who first pro- 
duced this excellent treatise. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
COUNTY COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 
Sir,—In the suggestions made by the Incorporated Law Society, 
and published in your issue of the 19th inst. (ante, p. 470), I do not 
see any reference to an important amendment soe 8 with regard to 
the service of default summonses. By ord. 7, r. 29, these are required 


to be personally served, and by ord. 51, r. 6, they are excepted from | P 


the power given to the judge or registrar to order substituted service. 
There seems to be no need for this exception, and I hope that in the 
Amendment Act it will be struck out, and provision made for sub- 
stituted service being allowed. 

Then, too, provision should be made for rendering service unneces- 
sary when a solicitor undertakes to appear, the defendant having 
given the name of such solicitor in writing as being authorized to 
appear. RICHARD BARTRAM. 

London. 





THE LIABILITY OF TRUSTEES’ BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—You briefly remark on the power for trustees to invest in 
the purchase of freehold ground-rents that it is ‘‘ rather a strong pro- 
vision.” 

As I suggested this provision to Lord Herschell two months ago, 
perhaps you will allow me to give the grounds on which I supported 
the suggestion. They are to * found in the memorandum which is 
attached to the Bill. ‘‘Insurance and other companies,” including 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, ‘‘ who are amongst the most pru- 
dent investors, freely ” buy ground-rents, and “‘the range of invest- 
ments available for trustees is now so limited, and the rate of interest 
of most of the available securities so small, that it is very important 
for them and for their cestuis que trust not to be excluded from this 
class of security.”” The memorandum applied only to loans of two- 
thirds of the value of houses, but its reasoning seems to apply at 
least as forcibly to the purchases in question. Cc. P. D. 





THE BILLS OF SALE ACTS AND LEASES. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A. grants a lease to B., B. covenanting to pay the tithe rent- 
charge which shall become due in respect of the premises. It is also 
provided that, in case of non-payment thereof, the lessor shall be 
empowered to enter the premises and distrain for the same as for 
rent in arrear, 

I believe such a clause as the above is very usual, and is inserted 
in respect of other matters besides tithe rent-charge. 

What I wish to know is whether such a clause does not invalidate 
the whole lease, as it is not registered under the Bills of Sale Acts, 
and is obviously not in accordance with the form in the schedule. I 
believe Ex parte Parsons, Re Townsend (34 W. BR. 329), decides that a 
licence to distrain for a debt dueis void. It is true there is at the 
time of making this lease no ‘‘debt”’ due, but it is respectfully sub- 
mitted that it is ‘‘an — whereby a power of distress is given 
or agreed to be given by any person to any other person by way of 
security for any present, future, or contingent debt”’ (see the inter- 
pretation clause of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882). The power of dis- 
tress is in this case given by the tenant to the landlord, and by this 
document, for it is evident that outside such document the landlord 
has no power of distress for tithe rent-charge, and cannot have, be- 
cause, prima facie, the tenant is not personally liable for tithe rent- 
charge. And then how can it be doubted that it is given ‘‘ by way 
of security’? This seems too clear to need argument. I have seen 
many of these and similar clauses in leases made since the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, and it is the very fact of their prevalence which 
induces me to ask you your opinion or that of your numerous corres- 
pondents in order to make myself clear on the point. THOR. 

[The whole lease will apparently not be void, even if our corres- 
poudent’s  eeaen is correct: see Byrne v. Burdett (36 W. R. 355). 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


GUARDIANS OF DORCHESTER UNION v. GUARDIANS OF 
POPLAR UNION—No. 1, 30th May. 


Poor Law--SetrLEMENT—DERIVATIVE SETTLEMENT OF CHILD FROM FaTHER 
—RevrentTion or such SeTrLeMENT AFTER SixTBEN—Divipep Parisngs 
Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vier. c. 61), s. 35. 


Appeal from a judgment of the Divisional Court on a case stated under 
12 & 13 Vict. c. 45, 8.11. The pauper, Eliza George, was born on the 9th 
of February, 1851, in the Dorchester Union, being the legitimate daughter 
of Stephen and Susan Balster. On the 9th of February, 1867, when the 
pauper attained the age of sixteen, her father was alive and had acquired a 
settlement in Plumstead. In September, 1878, the pauper was married to 
James George, a native of Africa, who never had any legal settlement, 
and who, in January, 1887, deserted his wife. The pauper and her children, 
issue of the became chargeable to the Poplar Union, and an 
order was made by justices adjudging the pauper’s settlement to be in the 
Dorchester Union, the place of her birth, and ordering the removal of her 
and her children thereto. The Divisional Court (Mathew and A. L. Smith, 
JJ.), quashed the order. The Poplar Union appealed. 


Tue Court dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 

auper’s case was dealt with by section 35 of the Divided Parishes Act, 
1876, which abolished derivative settlements ‘‘ except in the case of a wife 
from her husband”’—that did not apply here, as the husband had no 
settlement—‘“ and in the case of a child under the age of sixteen; which 
child shall take the settlement of its father, or of its widowed mother, as 
the case may be, up to that age ’’—this was not the case of a child under 
sixteen, as the circumstances at the time of the order of removal must alone 
be considere1—‘‘ and shall retain the settlement so taken until it shall 
acquire another.’’ Therefore the child under sixteen years could only take 
the settlement of its father, or of its widowed mother, as long as it was 
under sixteen, and when it arrived at sixteen it—that is, the over 
sixteen, was to retain the settlement so taken until it should acquire another. 
The pauper here took her father’s settlement in Plumstead when under 
sixteen —and she retained it after sixteen, as she never acquired another. 
In coming to this conclusion the court decided according to Reg. v. Bridg- 
north (31 W. R. 938, 11 Q. B. D. 314), and Highworth Union v, Westbury 
Union (36 W. R. 422, 20 Q. B. D. 597). The only case inconsistent with it 
was Edmonton Union v. St. Mary, Islington (15 Q. B. D. 95, 339). That 
case was affirmed in the Court of Appeal upon the assumption that it was 
the same as Reg. v. Bridgnorth. It was obvious that that was a mistake, 
and therefore the judgment of this court was based upon a wrong assump- 
tion. The jndgment of the Divisional Court in the Islington case was 
inconsistent with the later judgment of this court in the Highworth case, 
and must now be considered as overruled. The Divisional Court were 
therefore right in quashing the order of removal. Lrivptey and Lopzs, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Uouns8t, Bosanquet,QC., and F. Mead; Bowen Row- 
lands, Q.C., and R. Cunningham Glen. Soxtcrrors, J. W. Marsh ; Lucas § 
Ward, for A, H. Lock, Dorchester. 


Re THE LONDON OELLULOID 00.—No, 2, 31st May. 


CompaANY—WINDING-uP—OoNTRIBUTORY—SHARES ISSUED AS Futty Parp up 
1n Pvursvance or Conrract—AGREEMENT BY CompaNy TO RecisTER 
Contract—Non-RgGisTRaATION—Estopret—Oompanizs Act, 1867, s. 25. 


The question in this case was whether the holders of shares issued as 
fully paid up were liable in the winding up of the above company as con- 
tributories for the full nominal amount of the shares. An agreement had 
been entered into between the company and a French company, that, in 
consideration of certain services to be rendered by the French company, 
the London company should transfer to the French company, or their 
nominees, 1,000 shares of £10 each in the capital of the London company, 
such shares to be credited as fully paid up. And it was further agreed 
that before the 1,000 shares were issued and allotted, the London ae 
should procure the agreement to be filed with the Registrar of Joint- 
Companies. In pursuance of the agreement 200 of the shares were after- 
wards issued as fully paid up to one Sauvée, who was a director of the 
French company, as their nominee. He afterwards transferred the shares 
to Hanbury, who was a director of the London company, and he after- 
wards transferred 100 of the shares to Bailey, who was a director of 
the London company. No cash was ever paid for the shares, and the 
agreement for the issue of the shares as fully eg was never c 
The London company being in liquidation, Kay, J., held that bury 
and Bailey were liable as contributories for the full nominal amount of 
the shares held by them ye On behalf of the a it was 
argued that Burkinshaw v. Nicolls (3 App. Oas. 1004) applied, and that the 
company, having issued certificates stating that the shares were fully paid 
up, were estopped from saying that they were not, and that the liquidator 
had no higher t than the company. And it was further argued that 
the company could not take advantage of their own wrong in not register- 
ing the contract, and that the liquidator stood in the same position as the 
company. 

Tue Covrr (Corrox, Bown, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
They held that Burkinshaw v. wvicolls did not apply. It must be taken 
that all the knew that ihe shares had not in fact been paid for in 
cash, and the a its had not attempted to say that they did not know. 
It was not like the case of a purchaser of shares in the market in the 
ordinary way from the holder of shares, with certificates —< the 
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evidence of payment, and the company, who had represented that the 
shares were paid, were —— from saying that they were not. As to 
the other point, the maxim that a man could not take advantage of his 
own wrong did not apply. That maxim meant that a man could not 
enforce against the person whom he had wronged a demand arising out of 
his own wrong. In the present case the right of the company to demand 
p2yment for the shares arose out of the contract to take the shares, not 
out of the non-registration of the contract to issue them as fully paid ; 
and the statute said that, in the absence of a registered contract, the 
shares must be paid for in cash. If such a defence could succeed, the 
statute would be rendered almost nugatory. Fry, L.J., doubted whether, 
in any case, damages could be recovered from a company for the breach 
of an agreement to register such a contract.—OCounsgeL, Marten, QC., 
Millar, Q.C., and 7. Ridton ; Renshaw,Q.C , and Bramwell Davis. Sout- 
citors, Edward Lee; Lindo § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re SIR G. H. BEAUMONT (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 30th May. 


Setrtep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 37—Sretruement—Satz or Herrtooms— 
TENANT For Lirz. 


This was an adjourned summons under the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 
37, by a tenant for life of settled land, asking for the sale of chattels settled 
as heirlooms. It appeared that half of the land was settled by deed in 
1876, and the other half and the heirlooms by will of the last tenant for life, 
who died in 1882. The heirlooms consisted of a collection of pictures, &c., 
at the mansion-house of Coleorton Hall, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, and were 
valued at about £7,300. The value of the estate at the date of the 
testator’s death was about £8,000 per annum, and was, at present, 
slightly less. The testator had bequeathed the present tenant for life 
£17,000 absolutely. The applicant proposed to expend the sale money 
of the heirlooms on keeping down charges. He stated his income from 
the estate after expenditure for repairs, &c., to be about £2,0C0 per 
annum. The summons was opposed by the trustees and also by the 
guardian ad litem of the infant remainderman in tail. 

Currry, J., said that, in the exercise of the judicial discretion imposed 
upon him by the Act, he must refuse the application. The small value of 
the heirlooms comparatively with that of the estates ; the circumstance that 
oF had been originally collected hy a member of the family who was him- 
self an artist ; that they had been nearly a century in the family, and formed 
a characteristic feature of the mansion-house ; the opposition to the sale 
on road pt of other persons interested in the chattels and immediately 
entitled thereto; and the non-depreciation of the general value of the 
estates, were all circumstances militating against the desirability of a sale. 
There was also another reason for dismissing the application. The testa- 
tor who had settled these chattels had also settled a considerable part of 
the estates. He was aware of the charges upon them, and had, indeed, 
himself created some by his own will. He had also given the applicant 
£17,000. .The present application, in effect, amounted to one to vary the 
testator’s general intentions, therefore the last-mentioned circumstance 
could not be altogether disregarded. He dismissed the summons, with 
costs.—CounsgL, Romer, Q.C., and Jason Smith; Latham, Q.C., and 
Borthwick ; Dickins. Souicrtors, Lanfear § Stewart ; Lee, Bolton, $ Lee. 


BAKER v. HEDGECOCK—Chitty, J., 29th May. 
Restrictive CovgNnant —REsTRAINT OF TRADE—CONSTRUCTION. 


In this case the plaintiff, a tailor in Holborn, moved for an interim in- 
junction to restrain the defendant from infringing an agreement whereby, 
on being — by the plaintiff as a foreman cutter and general super- 
intendent, he agreed not to enter into any engagement or business 
whatever within a given distance and period of time. The notice of 
motion was confined to asking for an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from carrying on the business of a tailor within the prohibited limitations, 
and the plaintiff relied on Baines v. Geary (31 Soticrrors’ Journat, 363, 
35 Ch. D. 154), as an authority in support of the proposition that the 
court would enforce such a covenant so far as it was reasonable. 

Curry, J., said that the agreement, if read in its strict language, was 
obviously invalid as in general restraint of trade, but it was contended that 
the court would break it up and read it as if the words were not to carry 
on the business of a tailor or any other business. To so divide up the 
covenant so as to ee making void a covenant was, however, against the 
rule laid down by Willes, J., in Pickering v. Ilfraccmbe Railway Co. (16 
W. R. 458, 3 O. P. 235). It had been contended by the plaintiff that 
Baines v. Geary was a decision in his favour. It however appeared to his 
lordship that the covenant there was actually divisible into two parts, and 
that North, J., was in fact adopting the rule enunciated by Willes, J. To 
accede to the plaintiff’s contention would be to create a new covenant in 
lieu of explaining an existing covenant. The motion was dismissed, with 
coste.—Counsei, Stokes ; Vernon R. Smith. Soxrcrtors, Woodward, Hood, § 
Wells ; J. B. Hartley. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 

HOLMES v. BRIARLEY—30th May. 
Inrancy—Promisz or Marriacs—Ratirication—Evipence oF FRksx 
Promise—Inrants’ Revier Act, 1874, s. 2. 

This was an application on the part of the defendant to set aside a 
verdict in an action for breach of promise of marriage. The parties had 
tecome engaged while the defendant was under age, and after he came of 








age the plaintiff offered to release him if he so wished, but he refused to 
accept this offer, and said he was ready to marry her at once. She 
replied that she thought they had better wait a little while, to which the 
defendant apparently assented. He afterwards declined to carry out the 
engagement, and this action was brought. At the trial, Grantham, J., 
told the jury that the plaintiff had released the defendant from his 
original promise, and left it to them to say whether there was not a new 
promise to marry the plaintiff, as the defendant said he was ready to 
marry her at once. At the end of his summing up the learned judge 
said that the question was whether the promise had been renewed. The 
jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for £120. It was now argued on 
the part of the defendant that there was no evidence of a new promise, 
but only of a mere ratification, and that by virtue of the Infants’ Relief 
Act, 1874, s. 2, no action could be brought on such ratification: Cozr- 
head v. Mullis (3 O. P. D. 439). Im Northcote v. Doughty (4 0. P. D. 
385) there was evidence of a new promise. Here the old promise con- 
tinued, for the defendant refused to accept the release which the 
plaintiff offered him. On behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that 
there was evidence of a new promise, and reliance was laid on North- 
cote v. Doughty and Ditcham v. Worrall (5 C. P. D. 410). 

Tue Court (Huppieston, B., and Cuarzs, J.), ordered the verdict to be 
set aside and gave judgment for the defendant. If there had been any 
evidence of a new promise, the attention of oe ought to have 
been called to the difference vetween the plaintiff offering to release 
the defendant and an actual release, and to the distinction between 
renewing and ratifying. But there was no evidence of a new promise, 
and even if there was, it had not been accepted by the plaintiff. The 
substance of the matter was this—that the defendant had expressed his 
willingness to carry out the old engagement.—CounsgL, Addison, Q C. ; 
Gully, Q.C., and Joseph Walton. Soxicrrors, Durant, for Willan, Man- 
chester; Ramsden, Sykes, $ Ramsden. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


FELLOWES vo. THE SECOND ST. PETER’S PARK MUTUAL 
BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY—Manisty, J., without a jury, 30th 
May. 


At.ecep Necuicence or Soxrcrrors ivy ALLOWING THEIR CLERK ACCESS TO 
THEIR Stronc Room. 


This was a claim, arising from the fraud of a solicitor’s clerk, for the 
delivery up of a deed. The plaintiff was mortgagee of some premises 
under two mortgages executed in 1877. The same premises had been 
leased by the freeholder to a builder named Fincher, and that lease, the 
deed in question, was deposited with the plaintiff's solicitors, Messrs. 
Clabon & Parker, and it was placed by them with other deeds in their 
strong room. It appeared that a man named Arnison, who had been 
many years a trusted clerk in the office, and had had access to the strong 
room, abstracted the deed of lease from the strong room, Arnison then 
obtained a deed of assignment of the premises in question to himself from 
Fincher, and then mortgaged the premises to the defendant society for 
£500, and handed over to them the assignment and the deed of lease in 
question. Upon learning the above, the plaintiff brought this action for 
the recovery of the deed. The defence relied on was that the plaintiff's 
solicitors had been negligent in allowing Arnison access to the strong 
room, thereby enabling him to obtain the deed and deliver it to the 
defendants. Counsel for defendants argued that the solicitors had been 
negligent in leaving the keys of the strong room so that Arnison could 
obtain access at any time. It was admitted that the defendants were bond 
fide purchasers for value. 

Manisry, J., mentioned the case of Newton v. Beck (3 H. & N. 220), and 
came clearly to the opinion that the deed must be delivered to the plain- 
tiff, and held that there was no negligence on the Bn of the solicitors. 
Judgment was accordingly given for the plaintiff for recovery of the 
deed, 1s. damages for detention, and costs.—Counsgt, Philbrick, Q C., 
and Tindal Atkinson ; Willis, Q.0., and Masterman.—Times. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re BOND—Cave, J. 


3ankruptcy —Sprciat Case —Jornt Peririon — Separate ReceIvinc 
Orprers—Practice—Banxkrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 8. 


This was a epecial case stated for the opinion of the High Oourt. On 
February 11, 1888, a receiving order was made in the Birmingham County 
Court against John Bond and Claire, his wife, upon a joint petition pre- 
sented by the two. On February 14 the receiving order was duly adver- 
tised, but on February 22 it was discovered by the official receiver that the 
petitioners were a man and his wife, but that they had not traded jointly 
or in partnership; and thereupon, on February 23, the petition was 
amended to that effect, and the joint receiving order was se+ aside and a 
separate receiving order was made against each of the debtors and also 
separate adjudications. The Board of Trade, however, objected to the 
two receiving orders being made upon a joint petition where there was no 
joint trading and no partnership, and under these circumstances, on 
March 15, the official receiver applied to the county court that the re- 
ceiving order and adjudication against the husband should be rescinded. 
The county court judge ref the matter, by way of special cas¢, to 
the High Court on the questions—(1) Whether the official receiver, either 
as Official receiver or as trustee, had any locus standi to apply to have the 
adjudication or receiving order rescinded ; and (2) Whether the court had 
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any F somped to rescind a receiving order and adjudication and dismiss the 
petition against an admittedly insolvent debtor, and, if so, whether in 
the present case the receiving order and adjudication ought to be re- 
= “ and the petition dismissed, or what other order ought to be 
e 

Cave, J., answered both questions in the affirmative. His lordship said 
that as to the first question the official receiver, whether as official 
receiver or as trustee, had a locus standi to apply to the court. As an 
official receiver he was an officer of and representing the Board of Trade, 
and having a duty to make known to the court all matters that came to 
his knowledge relating to the bankruptcy. It was his duty to brin 
before the court the fact that se te receiving orders had been obtain 
wrongly on a joint petition, and that in that way the revenue had been 
deprived of a fee of £5. As trustee he represented the interest of the 
creditors in the estate of the wife, and it was his duty to see that the 
assets of that estate were not applied wrongly in paying the expenses of 
the bankruptcy of the husband, who had no assets at all. Upon the 
second question the terms of section 8 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, were 
imperative, and undoubtedly it was the imperative duty of the court to 
make a receiving order where the petition was a proper petition, but 
where the petition was, as in this case, an abuse of the process of the 
court by joining two debtors who ought not to be joined, it thereby 
tended to deprive the revenue of a fee which ought to be paid, and it 
had for its object the payment of the expenses of a debtor with no assets 
out of the assets of a debtor who had assets. The court had power to 
refuse to make the receiving order, and when it was wrongfully made to 
rescind it. The proper order, under the circumstances, would be to 
reecind the joint receiving order, and to make a se te receiving order 
against the wife, and a separate adjudication ag 
amend the petition by striking out the husband’s name, thus turning the 
petition into a petition by the wife alone, and leaving the husband to 
take such steps as he might be advised to take —CounsgeL, Muir Mackenzie. 
Souicrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade.. 





JONES v. FORTESCUE AND OTHERS—Stephen, J., without a jury, 
2nd May. 


Leask ny Dezp—VerBAL WARKANTY—EVIDENCE. 


In this case the defendants were trustees of the will of the late Stephen 
Brunskill, whose estate was being administered in the Chancery Division 
of the High Court, and the plaintiff sued them for "= for breach of 
@ warranty alleged to have been given under the following circum- 
stances :—The plaintiff's evidence shewed that in the year 1881, after the 
recep | had opened negotiations with the solicitor to the trustees for a 
ease of a house, part of Brunskill’s estate, but before the plaintiff had 
agreed to take the house, the plaintiff heard a rumour that the drains 
of the house were in a very bad state ; he thereupon went to the solicitor to 
the trustees, told him what he had heard, and said to the solicitor, ‘1 
cannot agree to take this house unless you assure me the drains are in 
good order,’’ and the solicitor then said to the plaintiff, ‘‘The drains are 
in perfect order—the trustees have lately spent a large sum in puttin 
them right.”” The plaintiff accordingly, after this statement by the soli- 
citor, signed an agreement for a lease of the house, dated the 18th of 
August, 1881, and subsequently executed a lease for fourteen years on the 
22ud of October, 1882. Neither in the agreement for a lease nor in the 
lease itself was there any stipulation or covenant on the of the de- 
fendants as to the drains of the house, but the plaintiff covenanted to 
repair and keep repaired the drains, sinks, and pipes. Evidence was 
given that the drains were greatly out of order in the years 1882, 1883, and 
1884, and that large sums were expended in putting them right. Counsel 
for the defendants objected to any evidence of a verbal warranty being 
given, and Stephen, j ., reserved the point till the conclusion of the plain- 
tiff's case, when counsel for the plaintiff contended that the statement of 
the solicitor made to the plaintiff was a warranty given in consideration 

that the plaintiff would sign the agreement for a lease, and that the givin 
of the warranty and the signing of the agreement for a lease constitu 
an agreement collateral to the lease, and that parol evidence could there- 
(Le be given ; - cited Erskine v. Adeane (8 Ch. 766), and Morgan v. Griffith 

. R. 6 Ex. 70). 

Sreruen, J., in giving judgment for the defendants, said that in both the 
cited cases there was a request by the plaintiff and a refu-al by the defend- 
ant to put the cular terms into the lease; those cases, therefore, 
differed from the present case, and he must hold that the general rule of 
evidence applied—namely, that where a contract is redu into writing, 
verbal evidence is not admissible to introduce additional terms into the 
contract.—CounsgL, Slade Butler ; Channell, Q.C., and Hurrell, 








The Philadelphia Record says that when one hot July day Mr. Pettigrew, 
a lawyer of South Carolina, came into court in a black coat and yellow 
nankeen trousers, the judge took him sternly to task, asking him whether 
he did not know that the rules of that court required its counsellors to 
appear in ‘‘ black coat and trousers.’”’ ‘‘ Well, your honour,’’ said Petti- 
grew innocently, ‘‘I submit that I am within the rule, for I have on a 
black coat and trousers.’’ ‘‘ But they’re not black trousers,” insisted the 
judge, “‘ black coat and trousers means that both shall be black.” 
“‘ Then,’’ said Pettigrew, ‘‘I call your honour’s attention to the fact that 
the sheriff of this court is in contempt of its rules, for they require him to 
attend upon its sessions in a cocked hat and sword, and while his hat seems 
to be cocked his sword certainly is not.” The judge said no more about 


the wife, and to | an 


COUNTY COURT JURISDICTION. 


A terrer on this subject signed ‘“‘L. W. OC.’ [query Mr. Justice Cave] 
appears in the Times. The writer says :—The present seems a convenient 
time for considering the effect which will be produced on the county 
courts by the proposed extension of their jurisdiction, and, with your per- 
mission, I propose to consider so much of the proposed alteration as 
relates to the common law jurisdiction of those courts. As the law now 
stands no county court can entertain an action for—(1) mal:cious prosecu- 
tion; (2) libel; (3) slander; (4) seduction; (5) breach of promise of 
marriage. The following table will show the average number of actions 
brought in the High Court in a yearin each of those classes, with the 
percentage of cases in which the damages sustained do not exceed £50 and 
£20 respectively. For the sake of comparison I have added the average 
number of actions brought in the High Court in a year and the per- 
centage of in all other matters, and also in the somewhat 
analogous causes of false imprisonment and assault in which the county 
courts now have jurisdiction :— 
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The committee have recommended the extension of the jurisdiction of 
the county courts to actions for malicious prosecution, but not to the other 
four classes. Comparing the percentage of cases in malicious prosecution 
in which the damages do not exceed £50 (59) with the same ose in 
those actions which are within the jurisdiction of the county court (33), it 
would seem that the effect of this change would be to transfer a certain 
number of actions for malicious prosecution from the High Court to the 
county courts. It is, however, better to make the comparison with the 
analogous actions of false imprisonment and aesault, in both of which the 
county courts have jurisdiction, when it will be found that the corres- 
—— percentages in those actions are 63 and 73 respectively. Judging 

rom the analogy of these actions it is not at all probable that this slight 
extension of jurisdiction will relieve the High t.of or burden the 
county courts with a single case. The same observations spply to the 
actions of libel, seduction, and breach of promise. In fact, in all these 
four classes of cases a plaintiff, even if jurisdiction were given to the 
county courts, would probably bring his action in the High seeing 
that if he got a verdict for £20 he could get his costs, and, even if he only 


& | got £10, would get as much in costs from his opponent as he would have 


got in the county court. There remains only the action of slander in 
which the extension of jurisdiction to the county court would undoubtedly 
produce some effect. Assuming that the percentage of cases of slander in 
which the da do not exceed £50 were reduced by this extension of 
jurisdiction from 90, its present figure, to 63, the tage in cases of 
false imprisonment, it would follow that 27 per cent. of the actions of 
slander now heard in the High Court would be trensferred to the county 
courts. But as the total number entered for trial in the High Court in a 
year is only 85 the transfer of 27 per cent. would amount to only 23, and, 
assuming that this number was doubled by the addition of other actions 
which would not have been brought at all, it can hardly be supposed that 
the county courts, which at present get through over 12,000 cases where 
the damages claimed are between £20 and £50, will be seriously embar- 
rassed by the addition of another 50. Still less likely is it that the judges 
of the High Court will find their work substantially lessened by the loss 
of 23 causes out of 2,465 which they dispose of every year. 

The question of the extension of county court jurisdiction is, in fact, 
one to be decided upon considerations of public convenience, and upon 
those only. At present a person who has sustained in one of 
these five excepted ways is compelled, if he will have redress at all, to 
seek it in the Bigh Court ; and although the damage he has sustained 
may be amply compensated with a £5 note he cannot get that compen- 
sation except at an ex ture on one side or the other of something 
like £100, the whole of which falls upon the unsuccessful litigant. 
Even it in these cases the plaintiff gete a verdict for one farthing only 
the unfortunate defendant will still have to pay the whole of the costs of 
both sides, unless the judge interferes to deprive the plaintiff of his 
right to the costs. The power, however, to deprive a successful plaintiff 
of bis costs can only be exercised by the judges for ‘‘ good cause; ’’ and 
many of them doubt whether there is ‘‘ good cause’’ to deprive a 
successful plaintiff of his costs solely because he has recov only a 
farthing, seeing that he has sustained what the law qualifies as a wrong 
and has sought redress in the only court which was open to him. , 
The sixty cases of slander tried every year in the High Court in which 
the damages do not exceed £20 cannot at the utmost produce to the in- 
jured suitors more than £1,200 in damages, and do, probably, not produce 
more than £600; and this sum is obtained at a cost of something like 
£6,000 in lawyers’ bills. If the public like to pay for justice at this rate, 
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It cannot be on the difficulty of trying them, seeing that it is proposed 
to extend the jurisdiction to actions of malicious prosecution, certainly 
the most difficult to try of any of them. It can hardly be based on the 
fear of choking the county courts, because if all the actions in these five 
classes in which the damages are not more than £20 were transferred to 
these courts the number would only amount to about 100in a year. Still 
lees can it be the fear of encouraging a spirit of litigation. The more 
liberal scale of costs allowed in the High Court is a strong incentive to 
bring an action in that court even where, by reason of the county court 
having jurisdiction, it is accompanied by the risk of losing the costs if the 
verdict is for lees than £10, as is shewn by the fact that in cases of 
assault brought in the High Court the damages do not exceed £20 in 
thirty-eight per cent. When this drawback is removed and the plaintiff 
is certain, or nearly certaiv, to get his costs if he gets a verdict at all, 
there is the stropgest inducement to resort to the High Court in com- 
paratively trifling matters, as is shewn in actions of slander, in seventy 
per cent. of which the damages do not exceed £20. Is it not time to 
sweep away these distinctions altogether and to let the suitor bring his 
action in the cheaper tribunal if he is so minded ? 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The following is the seventy-first report of the board of directors to 
the annual general court, held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, 
London, on Thursday, 3lst of May. Lawrence Desborough, Esq., presi- 
dent, in the chair. 

1. The directors have the pleasure of submitting a report of their pro- 
ceedings for the past twelve months. 

2. The directors have considered thirty-eight members’ cases, and have 
distributed amongst them the aggregate sum of £1,462 10s. 

3. They have also considered numerous applications of the non- 
members’ classes, and have distributed the sum of £235 placed at their 
dispogal amongst fifteen cases, and recommend to the general court that a 
sum of £250 be placed at their disposal for distribution amongst the cases 
of non-members for the ensuing year. 

4. The following amounts of stock now belonging to the association 
are :— Ss. & ¢, 

New Three per Cents. . 22,480 11 

Three per Cents. Consols 
Three per Cents, Reduced . ‘ ‘ rn A 
India Three and a Half per Cents. . ; < ‘ 465 13 

Great Indian Peninsular Railway Stock. 2,500 0 

East Indian Railway Co. (Annuity Olass B) 6,837 10 

5. The dividends reccived during the past year from investments amoun- 
ted to £1,252 18s. 4d., and with £342 6s., the amount received for the like 
period in respect of annual subscriptions, made the total income of the 
association £1,595 4s. 4d. for the year. 

6. The directors have to report with deep regret the deaths during the 

st year, of the following members of the association: —Mr. George Dawes, 

r. Gabriel Samuel Brandon, Mr. Joseph Maynard, Mr. George Twynam 
Porter, Mr. Madgwick S. Davidson, Mr. Archibald Murray, and Mr. 
—_ Roberts. 

7. The directors are sorry to state that very few new members have 
— the association during the past year, and feel that it only needs a 
ittle active personal effort on the part of individual members in 
explaining the objects of the association, and in inviting professional 
friends to become subscribers, to obtain a large addition to the list of 
members to this metropolitan association, and thus enable the directors to 
make larger grants to the numerous applicants for assistance. 

8. By the regulations of the association, the president, vice-president, 
treasurers, directors, and auditors for the ensuing year, are to be elected 
at the present meeting. 

9. In conclusion, the directors cannot but feel that the proceedings of 
past years are well calculated to impress on the minds of the supporters 
of the association a strong feeling in favour of its continued usefulness, 
and the only reward they desire for their exertions in this charitable 
work is the approbation of the members at large, and their general ac- 
tivity and zeal in promoting the interests of this truly benevolent 
institution. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
SOME STUDENTS’ BOOKS, 


Tue Stupents’ Equity. By Atpert Grsson and Roznerr McLean, 
Solicitors. ‘‘ Law Notes" Publishing Offices. 


This text-book for students deals with the subject-matter of equity 
on new lines, and certainly presents some originality in arrange- 
ment. Part I. deals with the recent Fusion of Law and Equity; Part II. 
with Maxims and Doctrines as acted upon by all branches of the 
High Court of Justice since the Judicature Acts; while Part III. is 
styled the Statutory Jurisdiction, reviewing those matters relegated to 
the sole juriediction of the Ohancery Division by the 34th section of the 
1873 Act and other statutes. Ingenuity is shewn in re-arranging the 
various heads of equity jurisprudence under the foregoing divisions. 
Under the first maxim, *‘ — does not allow a wrong to be without a 
remedy,’’ the authors conveniently get in matters which formerly fell 
under the auxiliary jurisdiction, and the law relative to injunctions 





Under the ma: ‘equity acts in personam.” Turning to the statutory 
jurisdiction, under ‘“‘ the rectification, or setting aside or cancellation of 
deeds or other written instruments,’’ we find the whole of Fraud (actual 
and constructive), Accident, and Mistake. With such re-arrangements 
the merit of novelty which the writers claim in the preface apparently 
ceases. We doubt whether the work wil] displace Snell as a text-book 
among students, at any rate with beginners: thus in Part I., on page 9, 
the authors, dipping in medias res, quote section 25 of the Judicature 
Act, and set out elaborately the law relating to how far the Statutes of 
Limitations affect the rights of cestui que trust against trustee, &c., while 
there is no definition of a trust or cestui que trust till page 198 is reached ; 
in fact the work presupposes throughout a good deal of preliminary 
knowledge about equity. The book is, however, packed with good, 
sound law, and we ate glad to see a chapter devoted to company law. 


GurpE ror CANDIDATES FOR THE PROFESSIONS OF BARRISTER AND SOLict- 
ror. By JosrrH A. SuEearwoop, of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law 
(First-class Certificate of Honour, 1869), &c. Szconp Eprrion. Stevens 
& Sons. 


A second edition of Mr. Shearwood’s useful little work will afford all the 
information required by those who think of qualifying for the bar or the 
profession of solicitor. Part I. deals with the ccurse to become a barrister 
and solicitor ; part II. is devoted to advice on a course of reading. All 
the information connected with the scholarships at the various inns of 
court has been carefully got together, and throughout there are many 
useful suggestions on preparation for practice. In the second part, on the 
course of reading, we are afraid that but few students will follow all the 
excellent advice given. The selection of books to be read is very judicious, 
and the leading points to be noticed well chosen. The notes we consider 
the weakest part, as they are neither one thing or the other, alternating 
between pithy statements of the law, bare questions, and directions to the 
reader to note up for himself. The student would certainly prefer a real 
analysis or a bare set of questions to such see-saw notes. 


Gisson’s InTERMEDIATE LAW EXAMINATION MADE Easy. By ALBERT 
Girson and Arruur We pon, Solicitors. SkzventuH Epirion. ‘ Law 
Notes’? Offices. 


The seventh edition of this work presents but few new features from those 
previously issued, and therefore calls for only slight comment, as the 
work is now well known. Slight alterations, however, occur in the chapter 
on bankruptcy, especially in ‘‘ Points to Note.”” We wish the authors had 
further improved their useful guide by dropping a little of that peculiar 
style, reminding the reader so forcibly of the Church Catechism, with 
which the work abounds so copiously. Some of the ‘‘ points’’ directed 
‘*to be noted ’’ no examiner could for one moment think of asking, such 
as ‘‘ What do you know of the Court of Piedpoudré?’’ ‘* What the fol- 
lowing terms mean—‘ Hanaper Offices,’ ‘ Writs of association’ ?”’ 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION Dicest. By Apert Grsson and ARTHUR 
We pon, Solicitors. ‘‘ Law Notes’? Publishing Offices. 1887. 


Consisting of questions actually set at past Intermediate Examinations 
and answers thereto, this work is intended as a test for students previous 
to their entrance to the hall. If the student has thoroughly used ‘‘ Inter- 
mediate Law Examination Made Easy ’’ previously mentioned, and the 
tests contained therein in the manner recommended, there is, in our 
opinion, no need for the present work. The answers given are, however, 
accurate. 


A Mopgern Dicest or tHE Frnat Examination. By T. Bateman 
Narrer, LL.D. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 


Tue Srupents’ Dicest or Finan QuEstions AND Answers. By ALBERT 
Gisson and ArtHuR WE Don, Solicitors. ‘‘ Law Notes"’ Offices. 


These two works mainly consist of questions and answers, and resemble 
Hallilay’s well-known digest. The object of the two works now pro- 
duced is professedly different: Dr. Napier’s object is to test the student 
by questions and answers as he is going through the text-books, Mr. 
Gibson’s work is for purposes of revision; the former gives questions 
which have not yet been asked, the latter is confined to questions already 
actually set. Both disclaim any intention of issuing works for ‘‘ cram ’”’ 
purposes ; unfortunately, these works are nearly always so used, in fact 
**Hallilay’s” is the best read book in the law students’ library, and 
under the old system occasionally the only book. In pursuance of the 
object Dr. Napier sets himself, he commences his work by a guide to a 
course of reading, accompanied by a list of the text works he considers 
should be read. The advice given is excellent, and in our opinion some 
of the criticiems on Williams’ Personal Property are well deserved. The 
answers are as correct as those in any similar work with which we are 
acquainted, and the style is superior. Unfortunately, the work only deals 
with the four more important of the final subjects, being written and 
published before crimes, admiralty, &c., had become compulsory. Mr. 
Gibson’s work, being published this year, includes the additional subjects. 
One of the characteristics of the digest claimed by Mr. Gibson as special 
—viz , the repetition of those questions which have been often set in 
various forms—has been already adopted ‘some years ago by Mr. Shear- 
wood in his Digest of Questions and Answers. The answers given are 
good, and will assist a student desirous of learning the style and length 
of answer required if he has not already acquired the art by previous 
experience at the Intermediate or other examinaticns, 


Tue Srupgnts’ Banxrurtcy. By Atpert Gisson and Artuur Watpoy, 
Solicitors. ‘‘ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 


Candidates for the Final will find this as useful a work as any on this 
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subject. The authors always avoid the error of giving half the subject in 
footnotes, and the work is prepared in a manner adapted to catch the eye. 
The work is well arranged under two leading divisions, Principles and 
Practice. Unfortunately this division has often led the authors into a 
series of repetitions, thus under the title ‘‘ Removal”’ and ‘“‘ Resignation 
of Trustees,’’ almost the same matter occurs in each division. Similarly 
on ‘‘ Adjudication” and ‘‘ Annulment of Adjudication,’’ pages 177—179 
are almost a bare repetition of pages 42 and 43. All the most important 
recent decisions on the Act of 1883 are duly incorporated; and the 
student has, as far as we can judge, the opportunity of reading a con- 
venient and very reliable work on bankruptcy law. 


Tue Srupents’ Pronatz, Divorce, anp Apurratty. By Atnert Gipson 
and Artuur We pon, Solicitors. ‘‘ Law Notes’’ Publishing Office. 


These energetic authors of students’ works are apparently completing as 
quickly as possible a series of volumes intended to cover the whole ground 
of the final examination. The present work is additionally welcome to 
students, as it comprises in one volume of 260 pages matter which they 
otherwise would have to gather from three or four works. To probate are 
devoted 119 pages. The weak point in this part of the work isto be found 
in its meagre treatment of contentious business. Under ‘‘ Revocation by 
Subsequent Will ’’ we fail to discover any mention of the important case of 
Re Kingdon, Wilkens v. Pryer (32 Oh. D. 604)—in fact, the old law is given. 
Proceeding to divorce, we think chapter 2, entitled ‘‘ What is Sufficient to 
give the Court Jurisdiction,”’ fails to throw much light on whatis unques- 
tionably a confusing subject. The dissentient judgment of Brett, L.J., 
in Niboyet v. Niboyet is quoted at great length, but the fact that the /Jocus 
delicti was English is unnoticed. The recent case of Scott v. Sebright is 
merely referred to by name. The law and practice relating to alimony, 
and the practice of divorce generally, are treated in a very sketchy fashion. 
Beyond a few errors in the references of the table of cases to the pages 
in the work, and here and there misspelling in the names of well-known 
cases, the work seems to be carefully compiled. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


At a general examination of students of the Inns of Court held at Lin- 
coln’s-inn Hall on the 10th, 11th, 15th, 16th, 17th, and 18th May, the 
Council of Legal Education awarded to William Temple Franks, of the 
Inner Temple, and Henry Higgs, of the Middle Temple, studeatships in 
jurisprudence and Roman law of 100 guineas, to continue for a period of 
two years; to Hiram Parkes Wilkinson, of the Middle Temple, and 
Ernest Brown Bowen Rowlands, of Gray’s-inn, studentships in jurispru- 
dence and Roman law of 100 guineas, for one year; and to Francis Ernest 
Bradley, of Gray’s-inn, the Barstow Law Scholarship. 

The council also awarded to the following students certificates that they 

have satisfactorily passed a public examination :—William Denby Arton 
and Edmund Ashton, Inner Temple; Nandlol Banerji, Linco)n’s-inn ; 
Charles Lindsay Beddington, Inner Temple; James Bell, Middle Temple ; 
Joshua Thomas Bell and Arthur Close Borton, Inner Temple; Francis 
Ernest Bradley and John Frederick Kyrle Cleave, Gray’s-inn; Carteret 
Fitzgerald Collins, Inner Temple; Frederick Sydney Cooper Crane, 
Middle Temple; Vernon Bryan Crowther-Beynon, Lincoln’s-inn; Robert 
Augustus Davis, Middle Temple ; Hugh Verner Dobson, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Clement Halrey Downs and Richard Edmondson, Middle Temple ; Henry 
Wilson Fox, Lincoln’s-inn ; Walter Llewellyn and Thomas Gawthorne, 
Inner Temple; Lancelot Glasson, Lincoln’s-inn; Frank Gover, Inner 
Temple; John Mahan Gover, Middle Temple; James Reginald Graham 
and Robert Fletcher Grant, Inner Temple ; Evelyn Gray, Middle Temple ; 
Richard Greeven, Walter Gasper Gregory, and Arthur Ernest Griffith, 
Inner Temple; Frederick Alexander Hahn, Lincoln’s-inn ; Hugh Percy 
Hill and the Hon. Lionel Raleigh Holland, Inner Temple; Joseph Hors- 
field, Middle Temple ; Samuel Fletcher Hulton, Inner Temple; Gerard 
Cranworth Ince, Lincoln’s-inn ; Philip Neville Jodrell, Middle Temple ; 
James William Norton Kysche, Lincoln’s-inn; Charles Miskin Laing, 
Inner Temple; Angus Scott Lewis, Middle Temple; Gerald Watkin 
Erskine Loder, Patrick Bowes Lyon, and James Harry Stewart 
M’Arthur, Inner Temple; Robert William Cunningham Mackenzie 
and William Harcourt Moira Maclean, Lincoln’s-inn; George 
Espec John Manners, Inner Temple; George Forbes Meiklejohn, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Sarfrazali Abdulali Mir, Inner Temple; John 
Morrison, Lincoln’s-inn; Samuel Moses, Inner aay at Edward 
Herbert Nelson, Middle Temple; John James O’Flynn, Inner Temple; 
Frederick Scott Oliver, Lincoln’s-inn; George Jekyll — Inner 
Temple; Lal Rang, Middle Temple; David Watson Rannie, Inner 
Temple; Herman Robinson and John Robert Roxburgh, Middle Temple ; 
William Ruesell, Lincoln’s-ion ; Patrick William Evelyn Scott and John 
Levonshire Sheil, Inner Temple; William Crichton Slagg, Middle 
Temple; John Sisson Slater and Douglas Alexander Smith-Cuninghame, 
Inner Temple; Thomas Edward Spencer, Middle Temple; Guy Stephen- 
son and Frederick Follett Younghusband Thorpe, Inner Temple ; George 
Allen Upward, Middle Temple ; a Vantmuri, Inner Temple; 
William Edward Vernon, Middle Temple; George Williamson Wallace, 
Edward Burgess Weatherall, and Harold Baillie Weaver, Inner Temple; 
and Arthur Young, Lincoln’s-inn. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
Law:—Gaspard Garabed Amirayan and Ralph Beaumont Benson, Inner 
Temple; Lance Bentley, Gray’s-ion; Archibald Walden Blair, Middle 
Temple; Ivor Bowen, Gray’s-inn; Sir Benjamin Vincent Sellon Brodie, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; John Bruce, Middle Temple; Jehanghir K. R. Cama, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Lala Nihal Chand, Pin Kuie Chang, and John Barton 
Doré, Middle Temple ; Manik Lal Dutta and Kashinath Parshram Gadgil, 


Maurice Henry Hewlett, Thomas Francis Howell, Hamilton John Hulse, 
David Jenkins, Howard Rhys Joseph, and Sydney Whittell Knox, Inner 
Temple; Barnard James Lailey, William St. Quentin Leng, Khaw Joo 
Ley, and Tsong Yasu Lo, Middle Temple ; Walter Frewen Lord, Inner 
Temple; John Edwin Marshall, Middle Temple; John Emilius Lewin 
Mayer, Lincoln’s-inn ; Louis Mieville, Inner Temple; Norman Gilbert 
Mitchell-Innes, Middle Temple; Robert James Alexander Morrison, 
Inner Temple; Sheik Muslehudin and Nai Pliim, Middle Temple; 
Francis George Newbolt, Inner Temple; Henry Ward Oliver, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Joseph Henry Parry, Inner Temple; Charles Platts, John Arthur 
Price, and Edwin Radford, Lincoln’s-inn; Archibald Cameron Roberts 
and Jean Edmond Rouillard, Middle Temple; John Valentine Salvage, 
Bram Stoker, Edward Murray Sturges, Archibald Watson Watson, and 
Oldham Whittaker, Inner Temple; and Henry Winch, Gray’s-inn. 





Unirep Law Socrery.—May 28.—Mr. M. R. Aiyangar moved: “‘ That 
this House is of opinion that the new Employers’ Liability Bill does not 
remove the defects, nor, to a great extent, en the spirit, of the Act 
of 1880.” The following spoke :—For the motion: Messrs. Moyle, Firth, 
Crickmay, and Gilbert ; against: Messrs. Mott, Whitehouse, Strickland, 
Vidler, Common, McMillan, and Eiloart. On being put to the House the 
motion was carried by one vote. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joun Cierk Bropre, C.B., LL.D., late Keeper of Sasines for Scot- 
land, died at 26, Moray-place, Edinburgh, on the 27th ult., from con- 
gestion of the lungs, at the age of seventy-seven. Mr. Brodie was the 
fourth son of Mr. William Brodie, Writer io the Signet, and was born in 
1811. He was educated at Westminster and at the University of Edin- 
burgh, and he was admitted a Writer to the Signet in 1836. He was 
Orown Agent for Scotland from 1847 till 1852, and again from 1853 till 
1858. Yn 1858 he was appointed Keeper of Sasines for Scotland, but he 
retired a few months on account of failing health. H2s was for several 
years treasurer to the ety of Writers to the Signet, and in 1882 he was 
elected Deputy-Keeper of the Signet. He was an honorary LL.D. of the 
University of Edinburgh, and a deputy-lieutenant for Forfarshire. He 
was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1885, in 
recognition of his official services in relation to the improvement of the 
public registers in Scotland. Mr. Brodie had been twice married, and he 
leaves one son and two daughters. The Scotsman says:—‘ At the age of 
thirty-six he received, on the nomination of Lord Advocate Rutherfurd, 
the appointment of Crown Agent for Scotland, which he held from 
February, 1847, to March, 185%; re-appointed to that office in a 4 
1853, he held it to 1855, and from thence to the 5th of March, 1858. In 
the capacity of Crown Agent during that long period, Mr. Brodie rendered 
valuable aid in the initiation and, in not a few instances, by the ee | 
of a series of statutes now in operation, whieh marked a new and benefi 
departure in the law of Scotland relating to land rights. Of these statutes 
perhaps the principal are the Transference of Act, 1847; the Service 
of Heirs Act, 1847; the Heritable Securities Act, 1847; the Crown 
Charters Act, 1847; and the Rutherfurd Act, 1848, which last made the first 
breach in the ancieut feudal fortress of the law of entail by enabling heirs of 
entail ia ion with consents to disentail their estates, and acquire 
them in fee simple. Inthe year 1858 her Majesty conferred on Mr. Brodie 
the offices of principal keeper of the General and Particular 
of Sasines, &c., for Scotland. In the discharge of the duties of these offices, 
Mr. Brodie was instrumental in bringing into operation some improvements 
of much value to the public. In such an establishment as the Register 
of Sasines, it is of great importance to secure facility of access to the 
records for the purpose of tracing the links of transmission of, and the 
burdens on, lan: ad y- Mr. Brodie, recognizing this, adopted an 
improved principle for the more expeditious preparation of the a) ts 
of writs given in for registration and for the more easy searching of the 
indices of these abstracts, and, by assiduous and painstaking supervision, 
he has so successfully carried into operation these and other eficial 
changes that little is now wanting to make the Department as perfect as 
need be. To the general utility and efficacy of the Scottish registration 
system Mr. Brodie’s work has in a great measure contributed. Mr. 
Brodie was elected by the Society of Writers to the Signet to the office of 
its treasurer, one of the very few appointments in the gift of the society 
itself, and this he held for several years, till, in the beginning of the year 
1882, the office of Deputy-Keeper of the Signet was conferred on him, 
which latter post he held concurrently with his appointment as Keeper of 
the Registers of Sasines, &c., from that time till the beginning of the 
present year, when he felt that the state of his health (which for some 
months previously had been very uncertain) required him to wo As 
Deputy-Keoper of the Signet Mr. Brodie did some good work, which has 
left its impress on many of the public statutes of recent years. To his 

rofessional brethren his always courteous manner was as genial and 
Kindly as it could possibly be, consistently with a due sense of the digni 
of his office. No better precepeny A this could be wished than that of the 
Commissioners of the Society of Writers to the Signet, who at a meeting 
held on the 20th of December last unanimously passed a resolution in 
which the following passage occurs :—‘ The Oommissioners having been 
made aware of the resignation of Mr. John Olerk Brodie, 0.B., LL.D., in 
consequence of the state of his health, of the office of a Keeper of 
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which has led him to resign an office which he has so ably filled, and the 
duties of which he has so assiduously and successfully discharged, as well 
as their ae of the services which he has rendered to the society, 
and their deep senee of the loss which they have sustained in being de- 
prived of his guidance and counsel in the management of the affairs of the 
society, in which he took so great an interest, and whose advantage he was 
always ready to promote to the best of his power. They further desire to 
express the high respect and esteem which they entertain for Mr. Brodie, 
both personally and professionally—a feeling which is shared by all who 
know him—and to acknowledge the uniform kindness and courtesy which 
marked bis intercouree with every member of the socicty.”’ 


Mr. Cuarzs Parsons, barrister, died suddenly at his mother’s residence 
at Lewes on the 25th ult. He had been for several months out of health, 
and he was found dead in his bed. A coroner’s inquest was held, but 
was adjourned for the p e of a post-mortem examination. Mr. Parsons 
was the only son of Mr. Charles Parsons, of Lewes, and was born in 1852. 
He was educated at Lewes Grammar School, at University College, 
London, and at Magdalen College, Oxford, where he graduated first class 
in Classics in 1875. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 
1878, and he practised on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the Sussex, 
peer anges Hastings Sessions. Mr. Parrons leaves a widow and an 
nfant child. 


Mr. Purr Ricuarp Fatxyerr, solicitor, late of Newark, died st Upton 
Hill, Nottinghamehire, on the 19th ult., in his eighty-seventh year. Mr. 
Falkner was born in 1801. He was admitted a solicitor in 1825, and he 
practised for forty-five years at Newark. He was for many years in 
a with Mr. John Fox, and, at a later period, with his son, Mr. 

welyn Sherrard Falkner, who was admitted a solicitor in 1866. Mr. 
Falkner was from 1837 till 1867 clerk to the county magistrates at Newark, 
and he was also for thirty years coroner for North Nottinghamshire. He 
was mayor of the borough of Newark in1°)°. Mr. l’.)kner retired from 
practice in 1870. 


Mr. Tuomas Watxer, solicitor, of Wolverhampton and Dudley, died at 
Tettenhall on the 24th ult., aftera long illness. Mr. Walker was born in 
1820. He was admitted a solicitor in 1843. He was formerly town clerk 
of the borough of Wolverhampton, and he had been for many years regis- 
trar of the Dudley County Court (Circuit No. 23), and district registrar 
under the Judicature Acts. He had an extensive practice, and he fre- 

uently represented the Home Office in prosecutions under the various 

ine ulation Acts. He was in partnership with his son, Mr. George 
Walton Walker, who was admitted a solicitor in 1873. He had for several 
yo been vice-chairman of the Tettenhall Local Board. Mr. Walker waa 
a widower. 


Mr. Atrrep Evans, solicitor, whose death we noticed last week, 
was the youngest eon of Mr. George Evans, of Newton Heath, near 
Manchester. He was articled with Mr. T. R. Pennington, of the firm of 
Mesers. Bremner, Son, & Pennington, solicitors, Liverpool, and passed his 
final exemination last January, at which he had taken honours. The 
deceased was an experienced mountaineer, and on the 20th of May last, 
after ascending Snowdon, he, with two companions, attempted the ascent 
of the precipices of Lliwedd, the most difficult climb in North Wales. 
Whilst aecending his foot slipped, and he fell a distance of over 200 feet, 
death being instantaneous. Mr. Evans was exceedingly popular, and he 
is mourned by a large circle of friends and acquaintances. His remains 
were interred at Cheetham Hill Cemetery, Manahester, on Thursday, the 
24th ult. Mr. Evans was only twenty-four years of age. 


Mr. Wiru1am Lioxp Brrxeeck, Q.C., Master of Downing College, Cam- 
bridge, died at Cambridge on the 25th ult., aged et oy ny r. Birk- 
beck was the son of Dr. George Birkbeck, and was born in 1806. He was 
fcrmerly Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated as 
niuth wrangler in 1830. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1833, and he formerly practiced in the Court of Chan- 
cery. In 1860 he was elected Professor of the Laws of England at Cam- 
bridge, to which a fellowship at Downing College, Cambridge, was 
afterwards annexed, and he was reader in equity at Lincoln’s-inn from 
1854 till 1873. He obtained a silk gown in 1876, having been elected 
Master of Downing College, Cambridge, in the previous year. Mr. Birk- 
leck was unmarried. 





APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Perzr Wurrry Cuanpuzr, solicitor, of 112, Gresham House, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the district of 
— » Covent Garden. Mr. Chandler was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Gzoroe Furniss, solicitor, of Brighouse, has been appointed Olerk 
- — Local Board. Mr, Chandler was admitted a solicitor 
n é 


Mr. Rozerr Sway, solicitor, of Lincoln, has been appointed a Magis- 
trate for that city. Mr. Swan was admitted a solicitor in 1859. He is in 
porepese yd with Mr. John Swan, who is registrar of the diocese of Lin- 
coln and district probate registrar, and with Mr. Thomas Charles Bourne. 


Mr. Duncan Roserrson, advocate, has b : A 
Depute for Scotland. ’ een appointed an Advocate 


The Hon. Watrer Francis Hety Huvrcarnson, barrister, C.M.G., 
Licutenant-Governor of Malta, has been created a Knight Commander of 
the Order of St. Michael and St. George. Sir W. Hutchinson is the second 
son of the fourth Earl of Donoughmore, and was born in 1849. He was 
educated at Harrow and at Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was called 


Secretary of Barbadoes from 1877 till 1880, when he was appointed Secre- 
tary to the Governor of Malta, and he was appointed Lieutenant- 
Governor of Malta in the following year. He was created a companion of 
the Order of St. Michael end St. George in 1887. 


Mr. Artuvur WritraM Sriteman, solicitor (of the firm of Taylor, Mason 
Stileman, & Underwoed), of 15, Furnival’s-iun, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Tuxoruitvus THEosAcp, solicitor, of 8, Furnival’s-inn and of 
Kingston-on-Thames, has been appointed a Commisioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Harvey Tempus, barrister, has been ye to act as a 
Judge of the District Court at Colombo, Ceylon. Mr. Templer is the 
second son of Mr. John Charles Templer, a master of the Court of 
Exchequer, and was born in 1848. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November 
1876. 


Mr. Geratp Avovustrne Suorrzs, solicitor (of the firm of Giraud & 
Shoppee), of 7, Furnival’s-inn, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Uourt of Judicature. 


Mr. Cuaruzs Berg, solicitor, of Taunton, has been appointed Solicitor 
to the Taunton and West Somersetshire Licensed Victuallers Associa- 
tion. Mr. Bere was admitted a solicitor in 1887. 


Mr. Ernest Bracu, solicitor, of Manchester and Urmston, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature in England. Mr. Birch was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


GENERAL, 


On the 23rd ult. an address, signed by every practising solicitor in 
Wakefield, was presented to Mr. Samuel F. Harrison, a solicitor of that 
town, congratulating him upon having attained the sixtieth year of 
admission on the rolls, and having for that long period practised as a 
solicitor in his native town. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division for constituting their courts during the ensuing Trinity 
Sittings. There will be four courts in Banco, the firet of which will con- 
sist of Mr. Baron Huddleston and Mr. Justice Charles ; the second will be 
formed of Justices Wills and Grantham; the third of Justices Manisty 
and Stephen; and the fourth of Justices Denman and Hawkins. The 
justices who will try actions with and without juries will be Lord Chief 
Justice Coleridge, Mr. Baron Pollock, and Justices Field, Matthew, Day, 
and A, L. Smith, Mr. Justice Cave will be the judge at chambers. 


The Local Government Board have issued a series of model regulations 
to sanitary authorities for the purpose of carrying the provisions of the 
Allotments Act of last year into effect. In a preface to the series the 
Board have dealt with such points connected either with the enactment 
authorizing the regulations, or with the clauses themselves, as appeared 
to them to require notice. The regulations define the persons eligible as 
tenants, require land to be divided into allotments, and the size of the 
plots to be fixed, regulate the letting, and prevent undue preference, pre- 
scribe the conditions of cultivation, and declare that reasonable notice 
shall be given to tenants. 


In the case of Wiley v. Slater (22 Barb. 506), says a correspondent of the 
Albany Law Journal, the remarks of the court were so witty and happy that 
I would gladly quote them in full. Judge Allen may have written more 
weighty and important opinions when he afterward came to the Court of 
Appeals, but I am sure that into no case did he ever infuse more spirit, 
wit and humour, and in no opinion did he ever leave behind him 
more bright and entertaining reading. Judge Allen’s final holding on 
the questions raised in the case was that ‘‘If owners of dogs, whether 
valuable or not, suffer them to visit others of their species, particularly 
if they go uninvited, they must be content to have them put up with dog- 
fare, and that their reception and treatment shall be hospitable or in- 
hospitable, according to the nature or the particular mood and temper at 
the time, of the dog visited. The courtesies and hospitalities of dog-life 
cannot well be regulated by the judicial tribunals of the land.” 


The following circular has been issued by the Local Government Board 
to clerks of the peace, town clerks, and returning officers :—‘‘ Local 
Government Board, Whitehall, London, 8.W., May 25.—Sir,—I am 
directed by the Local Government Board to call your attention to the 
County Electors Act, 1888, and to point out that the provisions of that 
Act render it necessary for you to issue a supplemental precept to the 
overseers, informing them of the action to be taken by them for the regis- 
tration of county electors with a view to the election im the future of 
county councils. Enclosed are forms of supplemental precepts ee 
by direction of the Board, and I am to suggest that these forms should 
be adopted. It is to be observed that under the Act the overseers of a 
parish which is partly within and partly without any urban sanitary Cis- 
trict are required to frame separate lists for the part within and for the 
part without such district. In like manner, when a parish is partly within 
and partly without any ward of an urbén sanitary district, or includes 
more than one tuch ward, separate lists are to be framed for the part 
within and for the part without the ward, or for each of the wards so fer 
as they are comprised in the parish, as the case may be. The Board direct 
me to request that you will be so good as to specially direct the attentic u 
of the overseers to these requirements.—I tm, &c., Hucn Owen; Secie- 
tary.” 

The three puisne judges of the Supreme Court of Mauritius (Mesers. 
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Acting Governor against the conduct of the Surveyor-General of the 
clony in not inviting the judges, in their collective capacity, to the 
official opening of some local waterworks—‘‘a public celebration, to 
which other leading public bodies and personalities have been duly in- 
vited ez officio, and the expenses of which will have to be defrayed from 
the public purse.”” The Chief Justice was invited, and accepted the in- 
vitation in the belief that his colleagues had also been asked ; on finding, 
however, that this was not the case, he refused to be present at the cere- 
mony. In their protest, the judges claim a higher right to be present at 
this public and official ceremony than the members of either the Legisla- 
tive or Executive Councils, and they cannot admit that the Supreme Court 
is sufficiently represented on any public occasion by one of its members, 
even though that memb_r is primus inter pares. In 188t the judges suc- 
cessfully vindicated to the Queen their claim to occupy the position of the 
old Conseil Supérieur of Mauritius, and Sir Henry Holland ordered that 
they were to be placed above all other officials with the exception of the 
officer commanding the troops. For thenselves, the judges say, the 
matter is trivial aud unimportant, ‘‘ but as trustees for the rights and the 
dignities of the high office which we hold, we will not permit our body to 
be deliberately slighted, as in this instance, upon public occasions, with- 
out placing upon record our very respectful but most energetic protest, 
And in the event of our having further cause for complaint we shall feel 
reluctantly compelled to request your honour to assist us in ascertaining 
from her Majesty’s Secretary of State his view as to whether the deliberate 
decision given in the matter of our position in 1835, is, or is not, entitled 
— respect and to the observance of the departmental authorities of the 
colony.”’ 


At the Thames Police-court, on the 29th ult.. W. H. Morris, 3, Taber- 
nacle-street, Finsbury, was summoned for unlawfully and falsely 
pretending to Abraham Barnett to be a solicitor. Mr. W. H. Humphreys 
prosecuted on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society; and Mr. George 
Hay Young, solicitor, defended. Mr. Abraham Barnett, of 3, Greenfield- 
street, Whitechapel. said that in the month of March, 1387, a Mr. Reeves 
owed him a sum of £30 8s, 6d. He went to 49, Great Prescott-street, and 
saw the defendant. On the window were the werds ‘‘Mr. Morris, 
Solicitor.” Witness told the defendant of his account against Reeves, 
and afterwards gave him some documents and asked him to recover the 
amount. Witness paid the defendant 10s. 64., and he was given a receipt. 
Witness again saw the defendant about the 7th of March, when he said he 
had received a letter from Mr. Reeves. Witness paid him another 10s. 64., 
and a receipt was given him. About the 6th of April the defendant s:id 
to him, ‘‘ The matter is going on very slowly, but a summons is taken 
out in the Whitechapel County Court.” Witness paid him a further sum 
of 10s. In the month of July witness again went to 49, Great Prescott- 
street, and then found that the defendant had gone. Later on he found 
the defendant living at 63, Great Prescott-street, and he told witness that 
nothing could then be done, as the court was closed. The following 
December the defendant came to him and said that Mr. Reeves had no goods 
when an execution was putin. He advised witness to take ont a judg- 
ment, and witness psid him a further sum of 10s. By Mr. Young.—He 
did not know that the defendant was the son of a rolicitor and was 
articled to hisfather. Mr. Hannay observed that he did not see the name of 
Mr. Morris, of Great Preecott-street, in the ‘‘ Lvw List.’? Mr. James Oos- 
grave, of 49, Great Prescott-street, said that about February, 1887, the 
defendant rented the front parlour of him at 63. a week. ‘‘Mr. Morris, 
solicitor, and at Worsbip-street’’ were the words on the window. The 
defendant's father paid the rent. Mr. William Herbert Webb, deputy 
registrar of the Whitechapel County Court, said that he had searched the 
books of the court and found that from March, 1887, to December, 1887, 
no proceedings had been taken by Mr. Barnett against Mr. Reeves. Mr. 
Young, for the defendant, said there was no doubt that his client was 
not a solicitor, and he denied that he had done anything to lead Mr. 
Barnett to believe that he was a solicitor. H:2 simply acted in the matter 
as a clerk to his father. Mr. Morris, father of defendant, admitted that 
when the office was taken in Great Prescott-street he himself had not a 
certificate, and therefore was not able to act. His name was not in the 
“Law List’? for that year Mr. Hannay b:lieved that the defendant had 
broucht himself within the meaning of the Act, but as he was a young 
man he would only be fined £5 and £2 2s. costs. 








The directors of the New Oriental Bank Corporation (Limited) invite 
applications for £500,000 3} per Cent. Perpetual Debastere Stock. Issue 
price, 80 per cent. Redeemable at par by half-yearly drawings at the 
rate of 1 per cent. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
2 No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CuITTY. 
Mon., June 4 Mr. Clowes Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach Mr. Lavie 
ae Koe Carrington Beal Pugh 
Wednesday 6 Carrington Jackson Leach Lavie 
Thursday... 7 Jackson Beal Pugh 
Friday ...... s Pugh Jackson Leach Lavie 
Saturday... 9 Lavie Beal Pugh 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWIOR. 
Monday, June 4 Mr. Ward Mr. Koe Mr. Goifrey 
Tuesday ......... s = Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
Wednesda; . 6 Ward Koe Godfrey 
Friday... 8 Wand” — Gontrey 
wa oe 
Saturday sebestuenbbinieseuens 9 Pemberton Clowes Rolt 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1888. 


Spreciat Noticr.—Queen’s Lerch Final Appeals in Court I, and C 
fon ene List) in Court 11., will be taken on the usual days during 

rinii ittinge. 

Cann’s Bench [aterlocatory Appeals ia Court I., and Chancery Inter! catory 
Appesls in Court II., will b> taken on th» firet dey of the Sittinzs, also ia 
Court I., probably on the second ” (Wedaeedav), and afterwards as usuyl, every 
hey ey during the Sittings. Bankruptcy Appesle als», ar usual, on Fridays 
in Coart L. 

Appeals from the Lancaster Palatine Court (if any), which have ben paseed 
over in the General List, will be taken in et If. on Thursday, May 31, 
Toursday, June 7, Thursday, July 5, and Thursday, August 2. 

The Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be takea in Court I. on days 
specially appoiated by the Court. 


APPEALS FOR HzgaRIne@. 
(Set down to Tuesday, May 22, inclusive.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNCY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

For Hearing. 
(General List.) 
1888, 

Glanville v Heather app of pl: from jadgt of Mr Jastive Kekewich, datel Nov 
7, 1837. Jan 16 (security ordered Feb 15) : 

Andrews v Barnes app of ples from jadgt of Mr Justive Kay, datsd Dac 19, 
1887 Feb 18 

In re The London Celluloid Co, 11, & Co’s Act app of E H Bagley & anr from 
refusal of Mr Justice Kay to remove from contributory list Feb 20 

Io re James Croome, deo Croom3 v Crome (construction of Will) app of deft 
from order of Mec Justice Stirling, datei Feb 9, 1888 Feb 25 

In re Geo Holbeck, dec Markham v Holbeck app of pits from orler of Mt 
Justice North, dated 23 Jao, 18$8 Feb 29 

Doids v Preston app of deft from judgt of Mc Jastice Chiity, dated 16 F<b, 1888 
March 1 

In re Jas Jno Lonedale, dec Lonsdale v Willans app of pit from juigt of Mr 
Justice North, dated 7 Feb, 1888 March 1 

Enrlich v Inlee app of defts feom jadgt of Me Jas:ice Kekewich, dated Feb 21, 
1888 March 3 

In re Jao Smith, dec Viney v Smith ap) of Michael Rownbarg from order of 
Mr Jastios Chitty, dated 11 Feb, 1888 arch 6 

[a re Jas Moora, dec ‘Traffird v Maconochie app of deft Mary Mac nochie from 
order of Mr Jastice Kay, dated 14 Ds, 1887 Muror 7 

Brwov Clark app ot deft E S Clark from juigt of Me Jus ice North, dated 29 
Feb, 1888 March 9 

In re Heory Bsyfas & Joha Masters’ Coatrict for Sala of Loasehold premices, 
dated 22 S8-p* 1887, and V & P Act 1887 app of Vesdor Jno Masters irom 
order of Mc Jus ice Kay, dated 17 Fe», dsclaring good title not showa March 10 

Ia re W Heatheote,d c Gilbert v Aviolet app of vefts from part of order of Mr 
J stice Chit'y on fur con date 1 20 Fes, 1883 March 10 

Io re R Brown, dec Barber v Pacey app of plts from order of Mc Jastica Nor b, 
dated Feb 2, 1888 March 10 

Is re The Missouri Steanship Co ld & Co's Acts Expte A N Monroe app of A 
N Mooree from order of Me Justisxe Chitty, dated 23 Feb, disallowiag claim 
March 14 

Tke Union Bank of Loidon v Ken’ ap? of defte Browa, Jansoa & C> from jadgt 
of Mr Ja-tice Chitty, dated 21 Jan, 1883 Maroh 15 

Io re H T Fliat and J Morris Contract for Sals of Leasehold Estate, da'ed 19 Aug 
1887, and V & P Act, 1884 app of veador H T Flint from order of Mr Justice 
Kay, dated 17 Jan, 1888 Marcn 17 : : 

Tne Craven Bank Id v Preston app of defte fron jadzt of Me Jastics Kekewist, 
dated 10 Feb, 1888 March 21 (security ord -red Apr 1 25) 

D vorce T R Cooke, petnr Sirah Jane CU woke, respt James Randall, co-respt app 
of petnr T K Cooke from decree of Mr Justice Batt, datei 8 March, dismissing 
petn for divorce March 21 

The Boston Dzep Sea F shing and Ice Company, lJ, anianor app of pit from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kekewicn, dated 1 Feb, 1888 Aoril 5 

Horlock v Wiggins Wiggins v Horlock app of T P Wiggins & anor from judgt 
of Mr Jastice Kekewich, dated 19 March April 6 

Vint v Vint app of ¢eft from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 29 Feb 
April 6 : 

Io ew Ormston, dec Guliiog v Linc star app of plt from ordar of Mr Jastioe 
Kay on far con, dat d 17 Dec A 

Lowther v Curwen app of defts Caarlee Cammell & Co fron jadgt of Mr Jastice 
Kay, dated Nuv 23 April 12 

Hicks v Ros app of volta from order of Mr Justice Kay, da‘ed Feb 25, declaring 
power to declare forfeiture nt void April 13 

Paine v Woring app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated Feb 16 
April 16 

Io = Ciaim of Sarah French to Freehold Hereditaments, 78, High S reet, Dep - 
ford acd the Met Board of Works Artizins’ Improvemeot Acts aad Linix 
Clauses Act app of Cnarles Bluadell feom order of Mr Justice Stirlioy, 
dated 26 March April 16 ; 

Whitechurch v ee app of def; from jadgt of Mr Ja-tice Keke wich, datsd 12 
March April 16 

Roberts v Sheard & Co app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 16 
April A 

Tesbent v Poet Claude Hamilton spp of pit from judgt of Mc Jastics Keke vich, 








dated 21 Dec April 27 
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In re Wm Settles, dec Stone v Barratt app of Amelia Settles, spinster, from 
order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 28 Feb (Leave given to appeal by order dated 
25 April) April 28 t 

Knight v Greenway app of plt from Mr Justice Kay dismissing originating 
eummons for foreclosure, dated April 10 May 2 , 

Crefc v Rickmansworth Highway Board app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated 23 Feb May 3 

Leslie v Cave app of pltin person from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
29 April May 10 

In re the Homer District Consolidated Gold Mines, ld, & Co’s Acts (case of J I. 
Smith & ore) app of the company from order of Mr Justice North, dated 18 
April, striking ont names as members of company May 10 

—— v Duslop spp of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 14 May 

ay Ll 

In on, Harvey, dec Peek v Savory app of dfts Edmund Savory & anr 
from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 24 Jan May 14 

In re Jas Laming, dec Laming v Howes app of dfts from order of Mr Justioe 
North, dated 10 May May 18 

Rudduck v Rudduck app of Mary Radduck, spinster (having liberty to attend), 
from order of Mr J ustice North, dated 2 May May 19 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
From Final Orders and Judgments. 
1887, 


In re W Carruthers, dec Carruthers vy Carruthers app of pit from refusal of the 
Vice-Chancellor, dated 5 April, to vary Registrar’s certificate April 27 (30 
July 2, by order) 

Asbturner v Barrow Hematite Steel Co, Id app of plts from judgt of the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated Aug 3 Deol2 (S O generally with liberty to apply to 
restore, by order) 

1888, 


In re the Liverpool Household Stores Assoc & Co’s Acts (E E Leverton’s case) 
app of Assoc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, removing name 
from share register March 15 

In re the Liverpool Househ» ld Stores Assoc & Co’s Acts (John Neweli’s case) 
app of Assoc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, removing name 
from share register March 15 

Inre W Hughes, dec petn of AC Kent app of Robert Jones the yr (respt to 
p:tp) from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 27 Feb March 19 

In re James Gray Turcan, dec petn of J W Tuccan from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated 22 Nov March 22 

Ia re The Liverpool Honsehold Stores Assoc & Co's Acts (Arthur Wood's case) 
app of Asacc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, for rec ification 
of register March 26 

In re The Liverpool Household Stores Assoc & Co’s Acts (W Wallace’s case) app 
of Assoc from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 12 March, for rectification of 
register March 26 

Io :e Mary Diggles, dec Gregory v Edmondson app of pit from jadgt of the 
Vice-Chancellor at trial, dated 15 March March 28 

N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are reache! in 
the General and Separate Lists are sct aside and taken on the first Thursiay 
in every Sitting, and afterwards on the first Tnureday ia the following moaths 
during the Sittiogs. 

N.B.—During Trinity Sittings Palatine Appeals (if any reached) will be 
taken on the following daye, viz :— 

Thursday, May 31. 
Thureday, June 7. 
Thureday, July 5. 
Thursday, August 2, 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUCORY MOTIONS IN THE 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Separate List. 
1888. 


Wortby v Richardson app of pits from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 28 
Marcb, for commirsiors to examine wits April17 (order not perfected) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 


For Judgment. 


Wood (claimant) v Crew & enr (judgt creditors) and In re Bills of Sale Act, 
1878, and Amendment Act, 1882 app of pit from Justice's Mathew and A L 
Smith, reecincing order of judge giving leave to file ¢ffidavir of attestation to 
bill of sale (c a v April 10, present Master of Roll« and Lord Justico Bowen) 

Johveon v North-Eastern Ry Co app of ceft from judgt of Mr Justice Div at 
trial at Manchester witLout a jury (ce v April 11, present Lord Chane llor, 
Master of Roll-, and Lord Justice Bower) 

Brunton, Waywarden, &c v Highway Board of Langborcugh West (Q B Crozn 
Side) app of Highway Board frum order of Justices Mathew and A L Smith 
cn epecia) case stated pursuant to 12 & 13 Victo 45,811 (cav April 19, pre- 
sett Lord Chancellor, Master of Rol's, and Sir James Hannen) 

Dearle v The Guardians of the Petersfield Union, actirg as sanitary authority 
app of defts from decision of Mr Justica Butt, on point of law for guidance 
ef arbitrator (ca v May 18, present Lords Jus:ices Lindley and Bowen) 


For Hearing. 
1887. 


Arnott & ors v Brown & ors app of pits fom judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at 
triel without a jury at Newcastle-on-Tyne Oct 19 

Marquiss v Pease & Partners, Id, & ors spp of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew at Lerde after trial without * iar at Dorham Oct 28 

Howard v The Metropolitan Board of Works app of dfts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Denman at trial without a jury in Middx Nov 30 

Whiteley v Barley app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial without 
8 jury in Middx Nov 30 


Godfrey v Lazarus (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock 
& Mr Justice Hawkins on app from County Court Dec 1 

Butler v The Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Ry Co app of plts from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Manisty, at trial at Leeds Deo 1 

Lockhart v Mayor, &c, of St Albans (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from Justices 
Stephen and A L Smith «ffirming order of sessions for payment of rate for 
paving Rutter v Mayor, &c, of St Albans appof pit from the same juizt 
Dec 6 

Swain v Ayres & ora app «of dft W M Luck from jadgt of Mr Justice Charles at 
trial without ajary in Middx Deo7 

Salusbury v Maciver app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at t ial 
withont a jury in Middx Deo 14 

Pennia,ztoa v Ebbets apo of dft from jadgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial 
without a jury ia Middx Dec 16 

Charleston v London Trams Co, ld appof plt from Justices Mathaw & Chiles 
reverring judgt of Mr Justice Stephea at tria\! for damage assessed by jay 
Dec 17 


ec 

Walsh v Whiteley & aur (trading, & ) (QB Crowa Side) app of dfts from 
Justices Wills & Grantham affirming judgton apo from county court Dee 19 

Guardiars of The Medway Union County of Kent v Guardians of the Bedmiaster 
Un'on Counties of Bristol & Somerset (Q B Crown Sile) app of Medway 
Gvard aos from Baroa Pollock & Me Justice Hawkias affirming order on 
epscial case stated by sessions as to pauper settlement Dc 19 

Hardy v Nicho!son app of plt from judgt of Me Justice Diy at trial without a 
jury in Middx Dec 20 

Dean v Bristol & South Wales Ry & Wag: n Co, ld app of dfts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Denman at trial without a jury ia Middx Dec 21 

Marchan’, Singer & Cov Edwardson & aor app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 22 

Rooke v Czsrnikow apy of dft Biduer from jadgment of the Lord Chief Just ca 
at trial without a jury in Middx De 24 

The London & County Bankiag Co, 14, & ors v The Loadoa ani River Piate 
Bank, Id app of plts from jadgt of Mr Juctice Msnisty at trial without a jary 
in Middx D<c 29 

1888. 


Neville v Baker & Wife app of plt from judgtof Mr Justice Mathew at trial 
withoat a jury in Middx Jan 2 

McGough v The Lancaster Burial Board (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Grentham on ap) from County Court Jaa 5 

Steph«ns & anr v Sacker (claim and couoter claim) app of pits from fiadiags 
and judgt from Mr Justice Day at trial without a jary ia Middlx Jan7 

Faber & avr v Smith app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial 
without jary in Middlx Jan7 

Drower v Winvard (Q B Crown Side) app of deft fron judgt of Justices Wil's 
ani Grrncbam dismissiog app from County Court Jan 7 

The Qacen on prosecution of F ‘I’ Veley v The Rector and Churchwardens acd 
Inhabitants of Parisa of Chelmsford (Q B Crown Sid) app of defis trom 
jadet «f Mr Justice Dstman at trial of issue raised by writ of mandamus 
Jan 9 

Tre Mortgace Insurancs Corporation, 1d, v The Commissioners of Iulani 
Revenue (Q B Ravenuo Sid ) app of the Commissioners from jadgt of Biroa 
Pollock and Mr Justice Hawkiaos on case as to ttamp duty stated by Commis- 
sioners Jan 13 ; 

The Marquess of Bute v The Rhymney Ry Co app of plt from judgt of Justices 
Wills and Grantbam on special case Jan 14 

Lewis & ors v The Mayor, &, «f Swanees Lewis v Tho Ma‘or, &c, of Swansia 
consolidated by order app of defts from jadgtcf Mec Justice Denman at trial 
wi'hout a jury at Swansea Jan 17 

Le vis v Corporation of Swansea app of defta from judgt of Mr Justice Wills at 
trial without a jarg at Carsiff Apr] 20 (advanced by order) 

Stone v Corporation of Swansea app :f defts from judgt of Mc Jus.ice Wils st 
trial withoat a jury at Cardiff April 20 (advanced by order) 

Shir aw & Co v Douglas & Co app of plt frm jadgt of Mr Justics Denmaa a‘ 
trivl in Middlx Jan 19 

H Bath & Son v Bri app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day at t:ial with- 
outa jary in Middix Jan 20 

Kellard v Rooke (Q B Crowa Side) app of plt from jadgt of Justices Hawkins 
and A L Smith on app from County Court affirming nonsiit Jan 23 

Browne & anr v Pickering & Co app of defts from jadgt of Mr Justica Field, 
on counter claim Jan 23 

Priestley & aur v Stone app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen, at trial 
without a jury, in Middix Jan 24 

The Scotswood Bridge Co v Harriman & Cold app of pits from judgt of Justi ea 
Wills & Grantham on special case as to bridge tolls Jan 24 

Ryde v Pocock & anr app of defts from juigt of Mr Justica Stephen at t.ial 
without a jury in Middx Jan 26 

Mason v Toe Briton Medicil & General Life Assallaad anr app of defta from 
iotes of Mr Justice Stephen on an iesua stated between the parties by order 

an 26 

Claxton v Mowlem & C» (Q B Crown Site) app of plt from judgt of Justices 
Mathew & A L Saith on app from County Court Jon 28 

Ne-dham & snr v Lovericg & Ne estead app of deft Newstead from juigt of 
Mr Justices Day at trial without jury ia Middx Feb 1 

Jobneon (trading, &») v Saxton & Co app of plt from jadgt of Mr Jus‘i:e Den- 
man at trial without a jury in Middx Febl 

Galland v Hall app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Day at trial ia Mi'dx with- 
outajury Feb? 

The American Trading Co v Brueckuer & ors app of plt Co from judgt of Mr 
Justice Day at trial without a jury in Mid‘x Feb 6 

Attorney-Gen v Emerson & ors (Q B Revenue Side) app of defts from part of 
decree of Justices Mathew & Cave as to right of firing ordnancs from S.ve- 
buryne:s acroes Maplin Sands Feb 6 

McGregor v McGregor (Q B Crown Side) app of plt feom Justices Mathew aod 
A L Smith effirmiog judgt for pit on app fr.m Newcastle Cousty Court Feb 9 

Hesketh, Bert. v Biay surveyor of t.xes (Q B R venue Side) upp of Sir T G F 
Hesketh from Bsroa Po lock and Mc Justice Hawkins on cage stated by Com- 
missioners as toincome tax Feb 9 

Robertson & Cov McMillan app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at 
trial without a jay in Middx Feb 18 

Howasd Bros & Co v Cartis app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Charles at trial 


( 





in Middx withajury Feb 14 
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8S J Parker v C EK Lyon (Alfred Owen Lyon—claimant) app fF - from Mr 
— Field giving judgt for claimant against execution creditor ia inter- 
pleader iseue 
i _— : ppp of deft from Mr Justice Field at trial giving jadgt in action 
or pit Fe 
Heniy v Cox (Q B Crown Side) app of pit from Justices Hawkins and 
Gravtham affirming jadgt on app from County Court at Bristol Feb 17 
(securitv ordered Feb 29) 
Jacker v The International Cable Cold app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hawkins at trial without a jury in Middx Feb 18 
The Monicipal Permanent [nvestment Building Society v Smith app of deft 
from jud.t of Mr. Justice Hawkins at trial without a jury in Middx Feb 18 
Atkinson (exor) v Young & anr (trus’ees of settlement) Young v Atkinescn 
app of defte Young & anr from order of Baron Huddleston and Mr Justice 
Manisty affirming finding of County Coart Judge and juigt thereon Feb 18 
Anatole Tolhausen & Wife v P Davies (Q B Crown Side) app of pit from judgt 
of Justices Mathew and A L Smith reversing judgt on app from Altrincham 
Coun'y Court Feb 21 
TJloteon & Son y The Warwickshire Fornishing Co app of def's from judgt 
of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial without a jury at Manchester March 2 
Wedham v Sillitoe € anr app of pit from judgt of Mr Ju-tice Mathew at trial at 
a with a jury in an interpleader issue as to registratiun of bill of sale 
arc 
Cawie v Olyeit & anr app of defts from jadgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial 
with a jury March 12 
Hendry (trading, &c) v The Sheffield Varnish Co, ld app of plt from judgt of 
Mr Justice Butt at trial without a jury in MidéJx March 15 
Power v Johneon app of plite from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial in 
Middlx without a jury March 19 
Oakley v Boulton, Maynard & Co app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Hawkins 
at trial in Middix without ajary March 20 
Iliffe v Foster app of deft from Baron Huddleston at trial without a jury at 
Warwick March 20 
Cole v Johnson app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial without 
a jury in Middix March 21 
Wildgoose v Boothroyd app of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice Charles at triel 
without a jury at York April 4 
Pilley v Robinson app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial without 
jury in Middlx April 6 
Wessels v The Ocean Coal Company, ld app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wiils at trial without a jury at Cardiff April 5 
The National Provincial Beck of England v Bullock app of deft from judgt of 
the Lord Chief Justice at trial without a jury at Stafford Aprl6 
Mould v Platt app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial without a 
jury at Liverpool April 10 
Baker v Batchelor app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial without 
8 jury in Middix April12 (security ordered April 18) 
Lewis v The Consolidated Credit snd Mortgage Corporation, ld, & anr app of 
oe pen from judgt of Mr Justice isty without a jary in Middlx 
pri 
Pinkney & Sous v Preston app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at 
trial without a jury in Middix April 12 
Mander v Evans & anr app of deft Kose from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at 
trial without a jury in Middix April 13 
Gittens v Gadedim Gittens vy Cohn Gittens v Gouna and 3 other actions app 
= 7. from judgt cf Mr Justice A L Smith at trial without a jury in Middix 
ri 
Wolverhampton District Registry McDermott v Clarkson app of deft Jno 
Clarkson from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial without a jury at 
Brmingham April 17 
Edwards v Richardson app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial 
without a jary at Cardiff April 19 
Fiist v Barnird app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial without 
& jury in Middlx April 23 
Jacquz v Rutterman & ors app of deit Hardie from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham at trial without a jury in Middlx Aoril 23 
F pent _ app of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial at Nottingham 
pr 
J D Thomas v E R Peek & ors (Q B Crown Side) app of deft E R Peek fiom 
Justices Cave and A L Smith affirming judgt on app from County Court at 
Swansea May 4 
Beckett v Stiles app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins aa to coste of 
claim and counter-claim at trial in Middlesex May 4 
Morgan v Hart app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial without 
a jury at Birmingham May 4 
Ponsonby v Ainsworth & anr app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins at 
trial without a jury at Carlisle May 5 
Glasiar & anr v Thorne & ors app of deft J H Thorne from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hawkins at trial without a jury ia Middlesox May 5 
Baynton v Morgan (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of Justices Cave 
ani A L Smith »flicming judgt for pit oa appeal from coun'y ct May 10 
Ros v Siddons (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from juagt of Justices Cuve and 
_ 4 L Smith affirming judgt of couaty ct May 12 
The Dartmouth Harbour Commissioners v The Mayor, &«, of the Borough of 
C.ifton, Dartmouth-Hardness app of plis from judgt of Baron Huddleston 
at trial in Middlesex May 16 
Bideook & anr vy Hunt (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of Justices 
Field and Wills affirming judgt of county ct for plt May 17 
Lipschitz & Son v Bira & anr app of deft J Bira from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew at trial without a jary in Middlesex May 17 
Morrison, Kekewich & Co vy Mendel app of pets from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 15 


APPEALS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


In re J McHenry, Ex parte Brown & anr (trustee) app of trustees from order of 
Mr Jastice Cave, discharging warrant of commen referrsi to Registrar to 
report, Jan 20, present, Master of the Rolls and Lords Justices Fry and Lopes) 

In re Thos Webb & Son’s Liquidation, Ex parte trastee (C H Trevor) app of 
rene pow & Aur from Mr Justice Cave affi-ming dec'sion = 4 Manchester 

vunty Court giving ion to tru-tee (S O on terme, March 16, present 
Master of the Rolls and Lords Justices fw at ow , = 


| 





FROM PROBATS, DIVORCE, & ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY). 


For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1888, 

Ships Argentine and Gracie Clark & ora v Owners of as Argentine Owaera of 
Argentine v. Owners of ss Gracie PP of pits from order of the Presidest, 
referring back repott to Registrar Feb 27 (pt heard) 

Ship Swallow ( amage) Marquand & ors v The Owners of the Swallow app of 
pits from jadgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated 18 Nov, 1887 Jan 6 

Sbip Palinurus (damage) Owners of cargo of E F Sawyer v Ownera of 
a my freight app of plts from judgt of the President, dated 17 D.c, 

7 Jan 

Ship Buccleuch (damage) The Owners of Ship Baroda and her master anal 
crew v The Owners of Ship Buccleuch and freight The Owners of cargo of 
Ship Barvda v The Owners of Ship Baccleuch and freight app of defs from 
judgt of the President, dated 18 Jan, 1888 Feb 21 

Ship Ardmare (damage) Owners of the Wilhelm Voes & ors v Owners of the 
a — app of pits frora judgt of the President, dated 25 F.b, 
l ar 

Ship Raven (damage) The Owners of the Steam Yacht Saos Peur v The Own as 
of the Steam Ship Raven spp of defts from judgt of the President, datei 22 
March April 9 

Ship Lydia (damage) Gray & ors Owners of the Tiger v The Owners of the 
Lydia app of defts from juigt of the President and Mr Justice Butt sitting 
as 8 Divisional Court, dated 27 Feb April 19 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS IN THE 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


1888, 


Guardians of Dorchester Union v Guardians of Poplar Union (Q B Crown Side) 
app of Poplar Guardians from Justices Mathew und A L Smith ee te: 
A aaaaael Union on epecial case stated pursuant to 12 & 13 Vict o 46, « 11 

6 

The Queen on prosecution of J C Lever v Commre for the special purposes of 

Income Tax (Q B Crown Side) app of Prosecator from Mr Justice Cave 
Grantham, J, diss) discharging nisi for mandamus to repay Incone Tax to 
ape Copper, &c,Co Feb 23 

In re Messrs Wontner & Sons, Solicitors Expte Selioa 8 Sheyer app of Mrs 
Sheyer in person from refusal of Baron Huddleston and Mr Justice isty t» 
order delivery of rs in Buckwell v Sheyer March 2 ' 

Brown & aurv Saxon & anr app of pits from decision of Mr Justice Butt, at 
trial of interpleader issue that bill of sale void March 15 

Brown v The Real and P Advance Co app of plt from decision of Mr 
Justice Manisty at trial of interpleader issue that bill of sale void March 21 

Ship Hohevzollern Owners of the Buteshire v Owners of the Steamship 
Hohenz liern app of defts from order of the President, dated March 20, 1583 

refusing to dismiss action ani directtng preliminary act to be filed March 23 

Kiln v The Midland and South Westra Junction Railway Co app of defts from 
Justices Manisty and Wills, on appin for new trial refusing to set aside verdict 
and judgt—action tried by Cave, March 28 

Wright & ors v Leigh & anr spp of deft from Justices Manisty and Hawkins 
reversing oie Judge ia Chambers and giving leave to amend by adding 


parties April ‘ 

Hubbard v Doff (bill of sale) app of plt (in issues) from judgt cf Mr Justica 
Denman at trial of interpleader issue April 11 

Mulleneisen v Coulson app of plt from Justices Manisty & Hawkins, affirming 
order of Mr Justice A L Smith for writ of prohibition to Clerkenwel] County 
Court April 16 (security ordered May 16) 

Ship Hohenzollern Owners of SS Buteshire v Owners of SS Hohenzollern app 
of defts from the President dismissing summons to set aside régistrar’s order 
and directing defts to file preliminary act within four days April 19 

Davys v Richardson app of J G Clabburn fiom order of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Mr Justice Mathew for refunding money taken out of court April 19 

Bewick & anr v Tne Joint Stock Assoc Id app of plts from order of Baron Pul- 
lock and Mr Justice Chatles for new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Manisty 
in Middlesex April 20 

Aevey v Martineau app of pit in person from order of the Lord Chief Justice & 
Mr Justice Mathew directing no issue of writ witbout leave April20 (security 
ordered May 5) : 

Pope v Bushell & Co (Burgess & anr, claimants) app of pit from finding & judgt 
of Mr Justice Stephen, for claimants at trial of interpleader iesue without a jury 
in Middlesex April 26 

Louis v The Gusrdians of Poor of St Marylebone & anr app of pit from Bardn 
Pollock & Mr. Justice Charles refueing appln to sttike out defence and allow 
jadgt in default April 26 

Edwards v Chancellor app of pit feom Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Char'es 
refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Hawkins with a jury in Midcx 
April 2 

Senha & anr v Pierpoint and ors app of pits from Baron Pollock and Mr Jastce 
Frey refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Wills in Middlesex 
Apri 

Graham v Lewis app of pit from an order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr 
J 1 eee or liberty to isaue writ of prohibition to the Mayor’s Court 
pee 

Seo Gene, on the prorecution of F K Manton v Lord Traro (Q B Cr>wn Side) 
app of deft from judgt of the Lord Uhief Justice & Mr Jusiice Mathew on 
points of law in pleadings in mandamus April 30 

Gues v Portogal of deft from Justices Field & Wills affirming judge's order 
giving conitienal’ ve to defend on payment iato court May 2 

Hartley v Wheatley & ors (Wm landlord) appof Wm ns 
from Justices Manisty 3 ta refusing to set aside judgment s upon 
default in appearance Ma: 

vane v Somme egpet gis foots the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mathew 
refusing to set aside award of arbitrator acting under order of Peb 26, 1885 


May 4 
The Ganen v Jadge of Bolton County Court & aor app of dfte from the Lord 
Cnief Justice & Mr Justice Mathew directing issue of writ of probivition 
egainst committal ia K-nyon v Eastwood on appla of dft Eastwood May 4 
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Coch v Alcock & Co app of dfts from Jastices Field & Wills restoring Master’s 
order giving pit liberty to iseue commission to examine witnesses in Norway 


May 5 

Hind» Lord Esher & o-s app of plt W Hind from Baron Pollock and Mr Jus- 
tice Charles staying action as frivolous and vexatioas May 7 (secu-ity 
ordered May 16) 

Climpeon v Camp+on Campson v Climpson app of dfts in origioal action from 
the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mather affirming Master’s order for 
jury trial in Q B Division May 7 

Sharp v Wakefi-d & ors (Q B Crown Side) app of Susannah Sharp from 
Jastices Field & Wills on case stated affirmiog refusal of Sessions to renew 
licence May 8 

Reynolds v Wrench & Sons appof dfts from Baron Pollock and Mr Justice 
Charles refasing new trial—actn tried by Mr Justice Grove and special jury 
Huntingdon, afterwards heard in London by Me Justics Dsnman on fur con 

ay 12 

Io re the Haslam Found:y & Engineering Co Ex parte Messral & E Hall & 
ors app of Messrs I & & Hall & ors fron Justices Cave & A L Smith affirm- 
ing = of prohibition of a»pla of Ha-lam & Co to amsni specification 

ay 


Tbe Guardians of Northwich Union, Cheshire v The Guardians of St Pancras, 
Middlesex (Q B Crown Side) app of St Pencras Guardians from Justices Field 
& Willa, diecharging order for removal of pauper children on cise stated under 
12 & 13 Victc45 sll May 14 

The Queen v The Judge cf County Court of Newcas'le-under-Lyme (Q B Crown 
Side) app o' prosecutor from order of Justices Caveand A L Smith discharging 
niei for certiorari for committal order for contempt May 14 

Toe Grad Jonction Canal Company v Petty & ors app of plts from the Lord Chief 
Jarti oe & Mr Justice Mathew refosing new trial—action tried by Baron Pollock 
with special jury at Aylesbury May 14 

The Queen v Tne J adge of Greenwich County Court (Q B Crown Sile) app of 
the London Tram ways Co ld from Justices Field & Wille refusing prohib.tio1 
ia Moxon and Wife v The London Tramways Cold May 16 

Wharton & anr v Tne Lancashire and Yorkstire Railway Co app of plts from 
Justices Field and Wills on application fcr new tria! setting aside verdict and 
jadgt—action tried by Mr Justice Charles at York May 16 

Srepherd & anr v Pulbrook app of deft against finding and desision of Mr Jas- 
= <4 at trial of interpleader iseue—for entry of judgt for defc or new trial 

ey 

Tarr v Scott app of deft ia pe-sou from Justices Cave and A L Smith refusing 
new tri:l—action tried by Mr Justice Mathew at Bristol May 18 

Browne & snr v Pick-ring & Co app of defts from Justices Cavs and A L Smith 
refusing new trial—actioa tried by Mr Justice Field in Middlesex May 19 

Barnard v Arnott app of deft from Lord Chief Jastica and Mr Jastics Mathew 
affirming refusa| of order for plt to file furth:r answers May 22 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Trinity Sittings, 1888. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Tuesday, May 22, inclusive.) 


Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, as stated 
ia the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Actions with and without Witnesses will be taken by Mr. Justice Kay on 
th» usuel Cause days ia the order as they stand in tne Cause Book. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Actioas on the following days, viz :— 
Jane 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 28; July 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12. 

Mr. Justice North will take Witness Actions on days to be named by his 
Lordsbip sfter the commencement of the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will commsnce taking Witness Actions on Tuesday, June 
5; his Lordship will sit in Chambers every Monday during the Sittings 

Mr. Justice Kekewich will take Witness Actions every day, in the order as they 
stand in the Cause Book. See Note on Sittings Paper as to Liverpool and Man- 
chester District Registry Business. 

Adjourned Summonses will bs teken as follows:—Mr. Justice Kay, on 
Frideys and Saturdays; Mr. Justice Chitty, with Non- Witness Actions, except 
Procedure Summonses, which (if any) are taken every Sa'urday; Mr. Justice 
Nortb, on Fridays and Saturdays, and Mr Justice Stirling also on Fridays and 


aye. 

N.B.—The above note as to adjourned summonses is subject to alteration 
their Lordships may direct. , ¥ ” 
Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Cauees for Trial (with wimesses and 

ia ee ne. sine oe? Baring act 
jen vy Weardale Iron Co act wi or v Maritime Colli Co, 1d 
Eoolesiastical Commrs v Sir W Eden a ral aang Poe 
act’ wits ’ Vernon, Ewens, & Co v Arbuthnot 
Kirby v Freeman act wits t 
Wi's>ire v Joyca act wits (Michael- 
m ws Sittings 


Bragge v Vincent act, wits 
Redhead v Westhood act 


ac 
In re Land Corporation of England, 

ld, & Co’s Acts mtn 
Munro v Met & M:t Disct Ry Co act | Woodland v Crocker act, wis 

wits Roberts v Roberts act, wits 
Ryder v Auders act Davis v Collis ac’, wits 
Sampson v Streatham & Genl Estate | Fyson v Marsden act 

Cold act wits (not before June 16) | Briggs v Botham act (aot before 
Edison & Swan &¢ Co v Holland act July 1) 

part neard) In re Carsham, Cursham v Gallimore 
White v Peto Bros act wits act wits 
ker v Rollinson act wits Storrs v Peto act 

India Rubber, &c, Cov Henley’s Tele- | Ingram v Davis act wits 

arapb, &0, Co act wits Harper v Lummags action witns 
Butcher v Galmoye act wits Lucy v Beynon action witas 
Meldrum v Scorer act wits Fry vLane_ Lane v Fry action witas 
Cunningham v Mid & 8 W Junction (204 day in Sittings) 

Railway Co act, wits British Burmah Lead Co ld v Law 
Wetbered vy Cox mfj wits action witns 
Lopgbottom v Shaw aot, wits Atkineon v Atkinson action witas 
Ia oe Tavener v Words- Wright v Holreyd motn for jadgt 

v act 








Tufsell vy Patmore m fj 
Chapman v Perceval action witns 
— & Co v Hopkinson action 


tns 

Ino re Fry Waitt: v Bush ast & m fj 
wits 

Rugg v Dey Docks Corpa of London, 
Id act wita 

In re Booker Boker v Herepath act 

Bevington v Currey act & m f j 

In re Hatchioson Hutchiason v White 
act wits 

Scarborough v Thorman act & mfj 
wits 

Scarboroagh v Woolley act & m fj 
wits 


Payoe v Stevens act wits 

Maber'y v Barron, Bart act wits 

Heavens v Brown act 

Uogar & Co v Sugg & Co, 11 act wits 

Uaited Telephone Co, id v Berry & 
Son act wits 

Lovekin v Dadley Ryder ast wits 

Phillips v Harries act 

Boyd v Farrar act wits 

Whitaker v Vander Swiseen act 

Inre Craasev Craissy v Creasey mf j 

Morgan v Wiight m fj 

Qaar'ermaine v Smith act wits 

Ia re Hilton Wall v Clear point of 
law 

Crowley v Smith act wits 

Adams v Fortescue act wits 

Tagart v Boyeon act wits 

In re Draysn Lister v Lister act wits 

Howardv Sill ect 

In re The Appollinaris Co, ld (Trade 
Marks 2,076 & 4,122) & Pa-ents, &3, 
Act mtn 

In re Same (ride Marks 6,356, 6,357, 
& 9,026) & Patsnts, &, Act mtn 

Io re Ssme (Trade Marke 45,096, 
45,097) & Patents, &c, Acts mtn 

In re Same (Trade Mark 48,933) & 
Patente, &s. Acts mtn 

In re Sane (Trade Marks 44,218, 
4,421, & 4,420), and the oppositions 
thereto adj sums 

Ia re Same (lrade Mark, 45,591) & 
Patente, &s, Act adj sums & oppo- 
sitions thereto 

In re Same (Trade Mark 45,590) & 
Patents, &, Act sdj sums & oppo- 
sitions thereto 

Io re Same (Trade Marks 45,699 & 
45,700) & Patents, &s, A:t a1j sum 
*& oppositions thereto 

In re Same (rade Mark 45,589) & 
Patents, &:, Act adj sum & o,posi- 
tious thereto 

In re Same (Trade Marks 4,935) & 
Patents, Designs, &c, Act adj sums 
and oppositions thereto in General 
Li-t Set duwn by order 9 Dec, 1887 

Blank v Nicholeon act wits & motn 

Pyatt v Parsons act wis 

Raper v Kenoett act wits 

Fanshawe v Londun & Provi cial 
Dairy Co, ld act wits 

Roach v Kemp mfj short 

Biggs v Gutteridge & Co issue for 
trial wits 

Fletcher v LC & D Ky Co act wits 

Williams v Pawson & U». Id act wits 

Clarke v Harris act wits 

Tborman v Ssarborough ac! wits 

Thomp:on v Sweet m | 

Tyars v Alsop, Mann & Co act wits 

Zuccani v Norcupai Gold, &c, Co act 
wi 


ts 

Campbell v Holloway sp cass 
Hagnes v Jones act w.ts 
Greene v Gre-ne act wits 
Baker v Sharp act wits 
Baker v Underwood a:t wits 
Down v Coulson act wits 
Lowis v Biggs act &m fj 
Trott v Wethered act wits 
Westacott v F.orexce act wits 
Foster v Knowles act 
Ainsworth v Fergusson act wits 
Coaks v Thompson act wits 
Hall v Appl by act 
Moore v Lewis act wits 
Holloway v Simpson act 
Holloway v Simpson & ors a:t 
Whitwell v Whitwell act wits 
Digby v Keeling act wits 
Gray v Nobles and Hoare act wits 
Darrant v Horner Dist Consolidated 

Gold Mines, 11 act wit: 


Vickery v Mayor, &, of Folkestone 
wits 


act 

Bildiog v Baliiog act wits 

Bass v Sh-ppard act 

Webb v Messent act 

Rackham v Rackham act wits 

Brigstocke v Brizstovk: act 

Lonion & County Bkg Co v Bradshav 
act wits 

Browa y Sansom, Teale & Co act wi's 

Whitly v Mitchell act 

Cooper v Siraker Bros & Co act wit: 
(4 June by order) 

Timson v Wilson act wits 

Chaplia v Savig-ar act wits 

Swinburne v Dodis act wits 

Wood v Morris act wits 

Morris v Morris act wi's 

Bissiv Divey act wits 

Twynam v Bathurst a:t wits 

Tunbridge Welle Improvmt Com ars v 
Southb rough Local Board act wits 

Walton v Cook, jun act wits 

Evaas v Hamphries act wits 

Io re Scintlebary Wvodman v Gads- 
den act 

Case v Cuse act 

Daffy v Lowe act wits 

Snartv Trenter ast wits 

Ia re Smith Penonav Hooper a:t 

Hewett v Levene act 

Strapps v Sch eppler act wits 

James v Kerr act wits 

McK-snua v Cuoke act wits 

Bandliv Smith act wits 

Co per v Morris Little act wits 

Clarke v Ratcliffs act wits 

Dunk'ey v Temberlake act wits 

Roberts v Ferrers m fj 

ln relIrwia Irwin vCurcliffe act wite 

Barton v London & NW Ry Co act 


wits 

Ia re Danby D-nby v Pearson act 
wis 

Price v Manning Manning v Price 
act wits 

Ward v Wallis act wits 

Gibbons v Roberts act wits 

Jackson v Taylor ac: wits 

Lewis v Davies a>t wits 

De Soyres v D» Svyres ac’ wits 

Robe:ts v Seal act wi's 

Carr v Earl of Duoraven act wits 

Thomoson v Brocca mfj_ short 

The Trade Auxil‘ary C>, id v Jackson 
act wits 

Kelly v Brooks at wi's 

Barclay vOwea act&mfj wits 

Finck v London & S W Ry; C> se% 
wits 

Maples v Raynor act wits 

Keyworth v Parsons act wits 

Mangles v Mangles a:t 

Bartoa v Scinde, Panjaub, &c, Ry Co 
act wits 


Further Consiierati ns. 
Brown v Burdett fc & sims; pt hd 
McQaade v Davison fc restored by 


order 
In re Hughes, Hughes v Hughes f c 
& sums 
In re A Carrie, Barrows vy Warriner fo 
Daniel v Jou'e fo 
la re Newman, Newman v Price fo 
In re Gay, Gay v Hancock fo 


Adj urned Summonses, 
Ia re The Norwich Equitable Fire 
Assurance Co aad Co’s Acts 
Besson v Fontaine (for sale) 
Besson v Fontaine (appt of receiver and 


manager 

Besson v Fontaine (for removal of 
— 

Besson v Fontaine (for four day order) 

Beason v Fontaine (for production of 
books, &c) 

In re Ry & Electric Appliances Co, ld, 
& Co’s Acts pt hd 

Ia re Anglo-[ndian and Colonial In- 
dustrial ana Commercial [astitation, 
ld, & Cu’s Acts (appin of Lord Rot 
Montagu) - 

In re same (appla of Lieut-Col F D 
Gray) 

Lacey v Waghorne 

In re Greene & Act 10 & 11 Vict 

In re Newcomen, infants - 

In re Jupp, Jupp v Back well 

Ia re Burnaby, Ca:tmell vy Burnaby 





(restored by ora r) 
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In re Dry Docks C poration of Londoa, 
ld, & Co's Acts 

Ia re G acral Finance Bank, id (re- 
stored by order 

In re Hockley Kaott v Harris 

Ia re Hancock Hansock v Berry 

Inre Harrop Harro, v Reiheai 

In re Davies Jenkins v Davies 

In re Roper Ropor v Doncaster 

Hicks v Ross 

In re Knowles Raiaford v Knowles 

In re The Land Davelopment Associa- 
tion, 1d & Co’s Acts 

Ia re Hirsh Wilde v Haigh 

In re Woodman Hobbs v D:ve 

In re Hervey Short v Parra't 

In re Johnaon’s Estate Manchester 
&o Bankg Co v Beales In re Joha- 
son’s Estate Johnson v Hooley 

Iare Galmoye Expte P. I. Bu'cher 

In re E. Clift Clift v Kinder 

Iare Barron Vardon v Barron 

{an re Edison & Porter & V. & P. Act 

In re Baines Haye v Haye 

In re Higgins & Percival & V. & P. 
Act, 1874 

Before Mr. Justice Caitry. 
Causes for Trial (with witaesses) 

Checkland v Fisher act 

White v Hewit act 

In re Phillips, dec Rogers v Bullock 
adj sumns with wits by order 

In re E M Smith, deo Robinson v 
Smith act 

Ia re Checklaiad, dec Lsicestershire 
Banking Co v Checkland act 

Neath Permanent &c Bldg Soc v Lane 


act 

Io re T Cardus, decd, Armstrong v 
Paris act 

Gourand v Edison Gower Bell Tele- 
phone Co of Europe act 

Pickering v Allan act 

Hillier v Broad act 

Huat v Porter act (Bristol D R) 

Farber vC W Price & Co act 

Spiel’s Patent Petroleum Engine Co, 
ld v Spiel act 

In re Edwin Ive, dec Ive vIve act 

In re M Cragg, de> Cragg v Ash- 
burner act 

Clarke v Hill act (S O till after 
O R’s Report) 

Bressac v American Exhbn, Id act 

Osborne vy Cumniins act 

Fravk v Bailey act 

Brooks v Brooks act (trans from Kay,J) 

C.spar v Giass D-ooratioa Co, id act 

Walthamstow Local Bd v Huibert act 
(8 O by consent) 

Walthamstow Local Bd v Staines act 
($ O by consent) 

Betts v Cheswright act 

North-Eastera Ry Co v Normanby 
L-csl Board act 

lu re Morgan's Patent, No 4216, ap 
1876, and Patents, &c, Act pta of 
R Faithfall with wits by order 

Emmett v Cann issue: for tial, by 
order dated 20 Jan, i888 

Pa anencgeng J v Derby act 

Kowa v Laprack act 

United Telephone Co, ld, vy Hazlewood 


act 

Fitch v Brown act 

Willmot v United Kingdom Metal 
Box Co, ld act 

Webster v Coupland act 

Cattley vCollins act 

Roger v Williams act 

la re C Hawke, dec Young v Hawke 


act 

Brocke, Swindlls & Co, ld v Browne 
act 

Ia re Abbey, dec Mason v Hewlett 
act 

Io re Rootham, dsc Fletcher v Root- 
ham 


act 

Mainwaring v The Mid Lincolnshire 
Iron Co act ' 

Browa v Farebrother act ¢ 

Johnson v Evans act & m fj 

Stansfield v Viat act 

Lawton & Sons v Smith act 

Porter vy May acc 

Countess de Rechberg v United Lind 
Co, ld act 

Ranger v Newberry act 

Simes v Smith act 

Slomsn v Sloman act 

Io bo D Weall, dec Andrews vy Weall 








Moore v Baxter act 

Bacon v Burton act 

Hazaldine v L'oklater act 

Hanoock v Prowse act 

Glass Decora Co, 14, v Caspar & Co 


act 

Elworthy v Harvey act 

The Vulcan Match Minufactaring Co 
v Ball & Co act 

Ths Automatic Weighing Machine Co 
v Knight act 

The Automatic Weighing Machine Co, 
li, v The Combinei Weighiag, &c, 
Machin3 Co act 

Kay v Cannell act 

Hugzias v Burchell act 

Hooper v Neale act 

Northey vy Paxton act crossexam on 
affidts 

Collins vy Worley act 

a v Derby & Derbyshire Bakg Co, 

1, act 

Hoblyn v Hobl act 

Rusecll v Martin. act 

Luff v Otale act 

Bedwell v Perry act 

Ejiward v Hunter act 

Juler v Strong act 

Tildenv Parker act 

Pritchard v Westley act 

Case v Case act 

Simms v Lage act 

In re D A B Dewar, des Dawar v 
Torrisno act 

Cleverton v Cl-verton act 

Gardner v Nouveau Monde ast 

Anglo American Brush Electric Light 
Co v The Orient Steam Navigation 
Co,1d act 

In re Dowling, dec Child v Cavell 
act 

In re F Jordan, dec Serjeantson v 


Stokes axt 

The Sheffield & South Yorkshire Per- 
manent Bldg Soc ia liquidtn v Th; 
Sheffield & Hellamshirs Bank at 

Gaine v Abraham act 

Clever'‘on v Trapnack act 

Chapman, dec Dasason v Sawrey act 

In re Osbaldeston, dec Duncan v 
Williams act 

Midland Ry Cov Robinson ac: 

Morrow v Procter ast 

Pierpoint v Walker act 

Brome-Giles v Lempriere ast 

Taylor v Taylor axt 

Greenfield vy Riddell act 


Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sum- 

monses and Special Cases. 

Ia re Sir G@ H Beaumont’s Settled 
Estates (sale of pictures, &c.) adj 
Samos (aivanced by cr‘er) 

Kennedy v Ortelli aet 1887—K—153 
(June 20 

In re Hull and Barneley, &3, Ry Co 
adj sums of Crown Life Asece Co 

In re Capital Guarantee Soc Elkins 
v Capital Guarantee Soxc Expte 
Liquidator adj eums (S O June 1) 

Cann v Wilson act 

Kimber, on behalf, & v Shingleton 
Ice Co, 11 act 

In re Ferguson’s Settlement Fergason 
vEmmot adj sums (title to income) 

In re Ferguson's Settlement F 
v Emmot adj eumos (payment of 
income) 

Ia re Northern London Estates Co, Id 
Expte Hant adj sums to remove 
from contributory list 

Ardenv Arden adj sumns expte exors 
< J Arden the on, Sete v Arden 

jj sums expte Arthur Richards, an 
iacumbrancer Arden v Arden adj 
sums expte Alex Howdea, party 
having conduct 

Ellis v Klis act (SO May 31) 

Ia re The Midland Land Corporation 
adj sums (SO Jane 1) 

A dallah v Rickards act 


In re Chatterly Iron Co adj sumns 
(paymeat of royslties) 

In re Skegness & St L:onard’s Tram- 
way Co (Hanoley’s Claim) (a4j 
sumns) In re Skegnes & St 
Leonard's Tramway Co (Hanley’s 
Claim) for costs 

Kimber v Lon Gen Cab Co, ld act 

Io re Berens’ | Trasts Berens 
v Benyon adj sums, ord 55 





Flovd v Sheppard act 

Iore Siemens Bros & Cv adj sumns 
of Dr W Siemens for rectification of 

ister Inre Siemens Broa & Co 

adj samna fr liberty to use affidivt 

Io re T Ushor's Estate Usher v 
Knight Expts exors and trastees of 
William Usher adj sumas 

In re Major Dawson, ceo Johnstoa v 
Hill act 

Elgood v Hine act 

Ia re S Parsom’s Esta'e Parsons v 
Potter Expte Exors adj sumas 

In re Parson’s Estate Potter v Par- 
sons adj sumns to dismiss for want 
of prosecatioa 

InreAA “e dec Rickards v Hope 
adj eu ons, ord 55 

In_re Albion Matual Permnt Building 
Soc (Pountney's case) Expte Official 
Liqnidator adj sumaos 

Ia re Twel'th Dake of Somerset, dec 
i ar vSt Maur Expte Exors & 
Tofants adj sumas 

In re George Crosby, deo Kilby v 
Crosby Expte Exors und Trustecs 
adj sums 

Ia re A'bioa Mutual Permanent Baild- 
ing Soc'ety (Burnett's claim) Ex 
pte Official Liquidator adj same 

In re Alex Adame, dec Harle v Adan 
ex United Presb Church adj suvs 

Tn re Andrew Dann’s Estate (Davies's 
claim) adj sums 

In re West London Commercial Bank 
ld Expte Official Liquidator adj 
sums 

In re Alfred Bateon the elder, dec 
r~ ead v Hodgsm adj sume (order 


In re London & County Lavestment 
Corporation (case of Warburton and 
aor) adj sume 

In re Josh Eves, dec Hughes v Le 
adj sums 

Ward v Carruthers de't’s mf j upon 
O R’s report 

Smith v Goodall spo 

Read v Drover mf Meresy 

Ia re Kerrick, dec, Kerrick v Kerrick 


act 

Ia re The Eyre Arms Hotel Co, ex pte 
executors of J Bb Edwards aj sums 

Ia re Jno Hodgson’s Trasts, Smith v 
Richardsoa a°j sum (order 55) 

[oa re The Urientsl Bauk Corporation, 
ex pte Official Liquidator adj sums 

Ia re The Oriental Bank Corporation, 
+x pte Waleb, Hart, & Co adj sums 

{n re Salford and Irwell Rubber Co 
claim of John Kenyon & Sone adj 


sums 

In re C W Willeon’s Trus‘s, Willson v 
Parker ex pte Tru tees aod exevu- 
tors adj sums ‘ 

In re F Kite, a:olicitor (taxation) adj 
suns 

In re Capt A P Arkwright, dec, 
Wigram v Arkwright (c»nstruction) 
adj sums 

Davis & Co v Stribolt & Co m f in- 
oo to restrain infringement of 


In re Davis, Bergendahl & Co’s Trade 
Marks m to remove Trade-Marks 
from Register (entered in nou-wit- 
ness list by order) 

In re J Wilkinson, a Solicitor adjd 
suns for liberty to cross-exmn 

In re J Wilkinson, a Solicitor adjd 
sumons (‘axa'ion) 

In re The Aberavon Tin Plate Co adjd 
tu ons by liquidator 

In re Thachwray to Young & V & P 
Act, 1874 adjd sumns (title) 

In re the Eastera Counties Land and 
Investment Corporation, ld (alleged 
contributory a1jd sumns 

In re M ddlemore’s Scholarship Trust 
King Edward the VI.’s ls v 
Bolton ex trustees adjd sumns 

In re Boltn’s Estates Murant v 
Bolton Ex claim of Messrs. Agnew 
(tien on pictaree) adjd sumns 

Card'gan v Curzom Howe (taxation) 
adj4 sumne 

Ashoury Riilway Carriage & Iron Co, 
ld v San Paulo, Braz'lian Railway 
Co, 1d actn (short) 

Trevethan v Willams (construction) 
adjd sumns 

Go v Goodacre mta for jadgt 
(short) 


In re R J Kay’s Estate Pearse v 
Peat Claim of Faber Bros adji 


su Dns 

In re M C Watson’s Estate Iliff, v 
Moon Expte A B Fronteau (taxa) 
adjd sumns 


Farther Coasiilerati ns. 

In re Baily, deo Baily v Baily fur 
con sumaus to vary and pl ffs mota 
to discharge receiver 

Maxwell v Wildey fur con 

Ia re John Orr-Ewing, deo Ewing v 
Ewiog fur con 

Ia re Cutts, dec Seal vy Seal far con 


Before Mr. Justice Noaru. 
Causes for Trial (with witaesses). 


Carnochaa v Ireland act 

Ia re Ellis Jones Jones v Evans act 
Winfield v Crompton act 

Adams v Sweeting act 

Newton v Hillman act 

Stevensos v Plews act 

Hail v Peebles act 

In re Clarke’s Trade Mark mtn cross- 


Pearce v Curtice act 

Moffatt v Peace act 

Wageman v Belgrave act 

MacColia v Fenn act 

Farrand v Yorkshire Bkg Co ld_ act 
Kohner Dynamite Fab ik CovCox act 
Clarke v dzler & Co act 


act 
Baxter v Lon & Prov Bkg Cold act 
Hayes v Hayes act 
Siadden v Johoson act 
Surbiton Improvement Commrs v 
Metcalfe act 
Day v Woolwich Equitable Bldg S20 
act 


In re Frewen Frewen v Frewen act 

Hine Hayoock v Hammerton act 

Clarke v Bi acs 

Brown v Teasdale act 

Tudball v Meilicstt asta 

Coulson v Pettiver act Vine v Pettiver 
actn 

Gooden v Coles act 

Barber v Weaver acta 

Broiie v Paine action 

Great Tower Street Tsa Co v Smith 


acta 
Anthony v Courtney acta 
Ager v Best & Co acta 
In re J Jones Jones vy Evans ac‘a 
Edevain vC hen acta 
O'Dwyer v Earl of Breadalbare acta 
Whipple v Lindsay action 
[a re Elam Rushten v Elam acta 
Lae v Soames = actn 
‘Taaffe v Fori actn 
Lynch v Macdonald act 
Baker vy Grove act 
Winter v Gashion act 
Tozer v Buxton act 
Hicks v Pethick act 
Prior v Tacker acé 
Lilburn v Powel act 
la re Smith Milnes Barnell vy Big- 
shawe act 
Howard v Hills act 
| me v ney = 
eognegan v Geog m act 
Frere v Knoblanoh act 
Tiokler v Aylesbury Dairy Co, ld act 
Juhn v Bannette act 
In re J West Cooke v Kiog act 
Flower v Deacon act 
Ba'ty v Carnochan act 
Io re Merricks Merricks v Merricks 


ac’ 
Billington v Ward act 

Balis v Fenwick act 

In re Rowe eo ga act 





Priacl Seo of Bate for War Departmt 
eine tue. on 
v 
In re Thomas Wildish v Fowler act 
In re Carter Cartwright vCarter act 
Pruprs of Erewash Canal v Austin, jun 
act 


Ciements v Ibeson act 
Crew v Motts aot 
In re Woodward Woodward v W.od- 





ward act 
Steinway v Walker act and 2 mots 
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Lynch v Macdonald act 

United Telephone Co, ld v Siemens 
Bros & Co act 

Jowitt vy Austin act 

In re Ball Ball v Ball act 

Hayne v Cosens act 

Waste Water Meter Co, ld vy Universal 
Water Meter Co, ld act 

Steinway & Sons v Riley act & mot 

Ball v Barnett act 

Puwer v Hall act 

H-rnisv Tubb act 

Mortimer v Whiteway act 

Griffia v Feaver act 

Parnell v Fry act 

Edgsv Campbell act 

Whitworth v Harrop act 

In re Oldfield Oldfield v Oldfield act 

Hale v Sheldrake «ct 

Blum v Manor Park Cemetery Co, Id 


act 
Moss v Metropolitan Ry Co act 
Nicholson v Gandy Belt Manufctry Co 


ld act 
Liuton v Piccadilly Art Galleries Co, 
act 
Buchholz v Froet, trading & act 
Mayor, &c, of Walsall vy Boys act 
Richardson v Seamen’s Hos;ital Socy 


act 

Devon & Cornwall Dairy C., Id v 
Richards act 

La Trinidad (Lim) v Brown ast 

In re Schantchieffs’s Patent, No. 12,378 
of 1885 motn 

Kentish v Stuart act 

The Post Card Au‘omatic Supply Co, 
Id v Combined Automatic Machine 
C» act 

Brown v Sullivan act 

Hammond v Meadows act 

Newpor?, &c, Coal Co, ld v Cory & anr 
act 


Lewon v Brighten act 

Martin v Standing act 

Ritchie v Barnard act 

Combined Weighing, &e, Machine Co, 
ld v Automatic Weighing Machine 
Co, la act 

Earl of St Germans v Shaw act 

Eumott v Pettingale act 

A‘len v Hatfield Chase, &0, Co act 
(11 Jane by order) 

Peat v Swith act 

Drake v Brock act 

Beere v Ellis act 

In re Gamble & Lesach’s Trade Mark 
No 50,455 & Patents, &c, Act motn 

Ashford v Newton act 

Meck v Smith act 
Causes for ‘I'rial (without witnesses) 

Booth v Shaw act r:etored 

Earl of Aylesford v Karl Poulett act 
(uot before July 2) 

Hodgson v Reynolds act 

In re Oliver ‘Yown+rend v Baxter act 

In re Brown Fletcher v Brown spec 


case 

Jeuney vMeckiotueh m fj 

Bywater v Lord Salisbury act 

Jsaekson v Hannington act 

in re Cook Cook v Cook special casa 
end m f j 

Marshall v Scarborough, &, Ry Co 
ect 

Kaocker v Swennell act 

Taylor v Simpson act 

In re Stockdale Gurney & Co v Stoek- 
date act 

Hile v Inskip act 

McNiel v Roberts m fj (short) 

In re Blackwali Kvans v Blackwall 


m FJ 
Thomas v Mculi act (-hort) 
Caton v Hancock mf j 


Further considerations 
Blaydea vy Chapman far con 
In re Ross Ashtunv Ross farcoa 
pt hd 
Davies v Hodgson fur con 
Woodman vy Harvey far on 
Seymour v Hal! fur con & smns to 


va 
Waring v Scotland fur con 
In re Sheldcn Nixon v Sheldon fur 


con 
George v Williams fur co 
Inre Hanson Bird vy Grant fur con 


Adjourned summonses. 
In re Hulton Lister v Hulton 
In re Pearson Pearson v Pearson 


Abrahams v Shafter 

In re Stevens Stevens v Stevens 

In re Chifferiel Chifferiel vy Watson 

Inse Frankish Frankish v Fraskish 
| Ia re Shepherd Wilson v Frack 

In re Young Young v Young 

In re Laker In re Skinner Stser v 


teer 
| In re Ainsworth Casse v Humby 
Howard v Hill 
Earl 0° Aylesford v Earl Poulett 
| In re Vulcan Iron Works Co & Co’s 
Acts 
In re Chas Norton, &o (to vary corte) 
In re Perry Pearce v Perry 
In:e Harrison Pain v Harrison 
In re Walton Walton v Walton 





Before Mr. Jusiice STIRLING. 

Causea for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Insole v Mayor, &c, of Cardiff act 

Moore v Tylee act 

Wheatley v Freeman act pt beard 

Crosti v Ferreira act 

Crosti v Ferreira act 

Millervy Tupp act 

Goodspeed v Robinson act 

Goodapeed v Robinson act 

la re Messrs Batts & Co's Traie Mark 
motno 

The Hsrden Star, &c, Co v Lewis Hand 
Fire, &c, Coy act adved by order 

Blyth v Smith ac: 

Watson v Robson act 

Tallack v Armstrong, Mitchell, & Cold 

Fish vy Lyon act 

Crosley v Burrows act and petn 

Butler & Cu v Hal act 

Knott v Turnbull act 

Coili Gold Miniog Co ld v Harvey act 

Newman v Chubb act 

In re Roebuck, Whitley v Whitlsy act 

In re The London Improved Cad Co, 
& Co’s Acta mtn of F. C. Bryant 

In re the same Co, m‘n of W. Carkeet 

Atkins vy Darcy act 

Kelday v Bailey act 

In re The Appollinaiis Co, & Patents 
Designa, &c, Act moto 

Bautye v Cail act 

In re Cutvliff: Cutcliffs vy Harding act 

Beck v Hop BittersCo act 

Van Prasgh v Brotherton ast 

Arnison v Smith act 

[In re Ingham Lonsdale vy Rowan act 

Gent v Williams act 

Jenkins v Jackson act 

Bek-n v Martyn act 

Lowther v Heave: act 

Lowe v Bell ast 

Slazenger & Sons v Felthan & Co act 

Howlandv Pike act 

Bateman v B.temaa act 

Goddard v Jobustsne act 

Humphreys & Co v Taylor Drug Co, 


act 
East & Weat [India Dock Co v Hand- 
ley act 
Cartwright yMytton act & mtn f jogt 
In re Wright Davi. v Wright act 
Willia:rsoa v Richnell act 
Ia re Burberry Rowe v Worsley act 
Jay v Laikr act 
Todd vy Parr act 
Beasley v Tempest act 
Weatherall v Hart act 
Houl titch v Elvorough & Co act 
Osmond v Osmond ast 
Commins v Sampson act 
Smith v Crane act 
Nichoil vy Eberhardt Co, 1d act 
Gciffia v Guardian Fire, &, Co, act 
Wiliams vy Lauter act 
Thomson v Batty act 
Danv Beckett act 
Hall v Blaker act 
Williams v Allen issu s ‘or trial 
Lewis v Kempthorne act & m fj 
Hicks v Hi: ke act 
Bolton & Partn ra, ld vy Lambert act 
James v Hall act 
Rose v Garetin act 
Biss vy Comba act 
Slazenger v Feltaam & Co ac; 
Adams v Milne act 
Florence vy Jac»bs act 
Moffatt vy Power act 
Blackett Revell vy Edge act 
Ross v Buxton ast 
Temple v Simpson act 
Cooksedge v Sparkie m f j 
Spark v Blencowe act ‘ 
In re Jones, Jones v Aitken act 








Griffin v Noakes & Co act 

Mead v Goloficch act 

Colson v Williams act 

Whyte-Melvills v Whyte-Melville act 

Sneffi-ld, &c, Building Sos v Aizle- 
wood act 

Trimming v Glenie act 

Thomas v Lydall act 

Sircueberg v McGregor ct 

Ross v Wagner a:t 

Metropolitana Ry Co v Metropolitan 
District Railway Co aot 

Barr-tt's, &c, Bottling Co v Murphy 


act 
Vallentin v George act 
Glasier v Rolls act 
Harvey v North Cornwall Ry Co act 
The Par Tin Ming, ld, v Endean act 
Nicholson v Taylor act 
Bloxsome vy Tyacke act 
Barsiem v Brown $ act 
In re Salmon, Prieat vy Uppleby act 
Christy & Sons v Barton & Co act 
Fitzgerald v Richmond Board act 
Lilburn v Greenwich Ferry Co, ld 


Adjourned Summonses & Non- Witness 
Actions. 

In re Meycell Holmes v Meynell 
iesues of fact 

In re Corsellis Lawton v Elwes a'jd 
sumns 

Turaer v Dry Docks Corpa of Lo, Id 
aij sums 

Ch le Gold Mining C>v Harvey adj 
samna 

In re The Credit Co, 1d & Co's Acts 

Hast v Smith m fj (short) 

Bard v Burd adj sums 

In re Smith Smith v Graham adj 
sums (Juae 2) 

King v Knox act &m fj 

In re Tennant Joaas v Wells adj 
suans 

{In re Lambert Stanton v Lam)er! 
adj suawns 

Iare Roebuck Scholes vy Whitley adj 
sumns 

Blyth v Smith adj sumns (to come on 
with trial) 

Ia rs Chicery Chinary v Hill adj 
suwns 

Ia re Bingley Cotton v Hanson, Bart 
adj sumns 

Iars Reashaw Reashaw v McLaren 
aij sumns 

Arnold-Foster v Maskelsne mfj 

Willoughby v Kirby act 

In re Hepworth Freeman v Exley 
adj euuns 

[are Curtis Haris v Scrivener aij 
sims 

Motleson v Chater point of law 

Maple v Haywood & Sons, ld act 

Parker v Bingaam adj sumas 

Craven v logham adj samn: 

la re Liideil Smith v Thompson 
aij sums 

Gravelly Gravell adj sums 

W.loman v Steeda adj sums 

Kennard v Trollope special casa 

{n re Bardon Burdon v Gustard adjd 
sumDs 

Ia re Pooley &c adjd sumns 

la re Vavasour Wols:ley v Lang lale 
a*jd sumos 

Smita v Lloyd motn for judgt (e1ot) 

Eal of Radnor v The Qaeei mon 
fo: jadgt 

[a rs McClelland McKea v Wei: 
activa 

Redmin v Rymer action adéjd sumu 

Kingion v Renshaw adjd sumns 

Weatherley v Layton aijd sum» 
(p'antiff) 

Weatherley v Laytoa 
(deft) 

In re Capital & Countices Bank : 
CUrawell & V & P Act, 1874 adj 
sumog 

io re Wileoa Wils:nv Burnell action 

Cox v Siewart motn for jucgt (short) 

De Mora v Concha adjd suwne 

In re Ovgley Ongley v Oogl-y adjd 
sumns 

Stovin vy Moll action 

Inve Parker Prince v Sampsoa adjd 
sumns 

In re Meyers & Kingston Railway Co 
adji+umnse (9 Junt) 

Foll>ws v Willcock action 

Louid v Grimwode action” 

In re Blumberg & Co & the Co's Ac's 


adjd sump 





—_— 


Further Considerations. 

In re Benrose BrantvJutd fur con 

Minns v Gregory far coi 

Pr-gnell vy Minos fur con 

May v Boyce fur con 

In re Kirkpatrick Kirkpatrick v 
Kirkpatrick 2ad fur con 

In re Loftus Otway Otway v Loftus 
Otway fur con 

Robertson v Hartopp fur con & mto 
to vary referee's report 

In re Chapman Fardell vy Chapman 
2nd fur con 

In re Brucciani Ryan vCaproni fur 
con 

Inre Kay Key v Key fur con 

tkycme v Collins fur con & sumas 

Waterworth v Smita fur con 





Befora Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
Causes for Trial (vith witaesses). 
Parker v Bingham act 


Transferred from Justices Curry, 
Norra, aad Srixcina, for Tri«l 
or Hearing only —by Order, dated 
4ih Nov, 1887 

Pile v Simons action restored 

Hopkinsoa v Peruvian Guano Co a:t 

Anglo-American Brush, &c, Co v 
Etison & Swan &: Co ac: (aot 
before June 16) 

Anglo-Amerisin Brash, &3, Co v 
Edison & Swan, & Co act (aot 
before Juce 16) 

In re Gaulari & Gb»s’ Patent No 
4,362 pet restrd (aot b fore July 2) 

Ia re Alliston Hall v Bros act 

Dooby v Watson act 

Quick v Bdde: act (act bafore May 3:) 

Smyth v. Adsms act 

Leverett v Himer act 

Coates & Co vy Mosle & Son act act 
down for fchr trial by order of Ct of 
App, 22 Nov, 1887 (not before 7 June) 


Trausferred from Justic3s Cuirry, 
Nortu, and Srixvino, for Trial ur 
Hearicg only—by Order, dated 22 
Mar., 1888. 

Briton & Life A<soc v Scott act 

Morgans v Morgans ac: 

Tamer v Dry Docks act 

Siemens v Neilson ast 

Ghigliottiv Sais. act 

Baker v Biker White v Baker act 

Coaesv Wall r act (aot before July 
14) 


Adamea v Grenier act &m fj 

Taunton v Seottish Equitable Life, &:, 
Society ac: 

Atte:ton v Kdwar's act (not before 
July 5)! 

Bracewell v Bracewell act & m fj 

Gardinsr v Morgan act 

The Nabmeschwen, 1, v Pickford & 
Co act 

Heap v Picklss act 

Hiltoa v Tucker act 

Brown vy Cla:k act 

Quan v Dore act 

Keith v Arnot act 

Nat Thrift Building Society v Diy 
act 

Charrington v Williams act 

Miller v Mulsr act 

Siemasa Bros v Siemon; act 

Patrick v Lord Ba:wick act 

Rimsden v May act 

Sulymap, &:, Trading Co v Harris 
act 

Moger v Bramby act 

In re Harris Vowell vy Ginlen act 

Carling & Cov De Beer act 


| Nat Psov Bank of Enz and v Sheffield 


act 


| Cole v Saquiand Laurence act 


Howes ¢ Christian act (Cm fj 

Luck v Wood act 

Rowe v Bazeley act 

M M Aliden v Stubbs act 

F M Ailden v Subba ac; 

Hare v Cock act 

Sell ¢ Sell act 

Lloyd v Angl» Montana Mixing Co, ld 
act 

Dove v Swicden act 

Hogg v Laird act 

Ticklepeany v Army acd Navy Co- 
operative Sooisty, kl act 





wo v Roberts act 
Johnstone v Francie and anr act 








\ 
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Kaemena v Central Bank of London, | Tetley v Griffith act 

ld act Malvern Hills Conservato:s v Foley 
Baron de Ros v Countess of Wilton act 

Earl of Wilton v Baron de Ros act | Clayson v Leech act 

& counter claim Jones, Lloyd & Co, ld v Edwards act 
Oddy v Smith act | Deaman v Batten act 
Franklin ¥ Davis act Regent’s Canal, &c, Co v Smith & Co 
Harris v Clarke Clarke v Harris act act 
Rosher v Crannis act Sharp v Goody, Crippes & Sons, 1d 
Gwatkin v Lloyd act transferred from Justice Chitty (not 
In re Heald Heald v Heald act before 1 July) 
Clay v Hazz>pulo act Hughes v Williams act 
Moodie v Pollock act Spence v Spence act (Liverpoo! D R) 
AslattvLL&SWRyCo act 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPICY. 


Appeals from Coun‘y Courts for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in 
Bavkruptcy. 


In re Thomas 
In re Cox 

In re Hughes 
In re Simpson 


Expts Commissioners of Woods and Forests 
kxpte Neave 

Expte Hughes 

Expte Simpson 


Motions o Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr. Justice Cave. 


In re Diniell Exp‘e Johnstone v Haydon 

In re Corfield & Herssa Expte Witt 

In re Dear Expte Martin v Collings 

In re Harley Expte Mason v Hewitt 

In re Same Expte Same v Le May 

In re Messiter Expte Dennan v Messiter 

In re Huntington Expte Smith American Organ Co vy Goddard & anr 
In re Davis Exote Rawliags v Dewars 

In re Bridgman Kxpte Talbot v Kirby 


In re Gadda Exp‘e Watkins v Davis 
In re Hagan & Co Expte Feast v Hagan 
In re Sheffield Expte P:xley v Maylor 
In re Jones Expte Joves v Trastee 


In re Pennington 


Expte Cooper v Debnam & arr 
In re Taylor 


Expte Townley v Good 


In re Roberta Expte Daniels v National Bank 
In re Bacon Expte Max-Mendelaohn v Chief Official Receiver 
In re Same Expte Bira Bras v Chief Offisial Receiver 


In re Borlase Expte Louise de Quiros v Kemp 

In re Dalton & Dalton Expte Wilson & Bentleys v Kiogley 
In re Cotuhing & Woodward Expte Rooke & aur v Charles 

In re Bensusan Expte Kngle v French 


In re Daniell Expte Trustee 

In re Same Expte Same 

In re Davis Expte Rawlings v Pips 

In re Underwood Exote Chief Official Receive: v Underwood 
In re Davis Expte Rawlings v Fucshbalg 

In re Cripps, Ross, & Co Expte Ross v Palmer 

In re Pryor Expte Board of Trade 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gagette.—FRipay, May 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Heyty K Terry & Co, Limirep.—Petn for winding up, presented May 7, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on June2. Graham, Lonsdale chmbrs, 
Chancery lane, solor for petner 

Union ELECTRICAL POWER AND Licut Co, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has fixed 
Monday, June 4, at 12.30, at his chambers, for appointment of an official 
liquidator 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

YORK BUILDINGS WATERWORKS.—Oreditors are required, on or before June 18, 
to eend their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Ray Fresbfield, care of Messrs Freshfield & Williams, 5, Bank bdgs. 
Monday, J une 25, at 12.30, is appointed for bearing and adjudicating upon debts 


and claims 
London Gaszette——TUESDAY, May 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AUTOMATIC FIREWOOD Macuine Co, LimiTEp —Stiriing, J., has, by an order dated 
Aven 23, appointed Walter Whiting, 30, Kirby st, Hatton Garden, to be ofti ial 
liquidator 

EctiPse PORTLAND CEMENT CO, LIMITED.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated 
iz 7, appointed George Udle, 71, Ansdell rd, Nunhead, to be official liqui- 

tor 


Laks VALLEY OF SWITZERLSND Ratiway Co, LimireD.—Peta for winding up, 
resented May 26, directed to be heard before Stirling, J ,onJune9, Brandons, 
ssex st, Strand, solors for petners 5 

New YorkK ExcuanG2, LiMITeD.— By an order made by Kay, J.. dated May 5, it 

was ordered that the voluntary winding = of the New York Exchange, 
Limited, be continued. Neale, Cannon st, solor for petner 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovusE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements vee =: examined by an 
expert from The Sanitary Tagincering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—( ADVT.) 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensin, 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured 


m, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
by a method entirely his own.—[ADVT.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gazette.—F Rmpay, May 10. 
ALviy, Tuomas, Lower East Smithfield,Gent June25 Lendon, Wychst, Strand 
ASHTON, JouN HowakTH, Leominster, Esq June 14 Slater & Co, Manchester 


BAKER, VALENTINE, Cairo, General in Egyptian Army June 6 Lewis & Co, 
Albany ct yd, Piccadilly 
Batss, Mary, Temple Balsal, Warwick June6é Danger & Neville, Liverpool 


BENNETT, Isaac, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Jobmaster June 20 Metcalfe, 
Furnivat’s inn 

BERRY, WILLIAM, Eastmeon, Southampton, Brick Merchant Juneé Soames & 
Caparn, Petersfield 

Bamrae, puma Manta, Heath cottages, Whitton. June30, Brougham, High 
st, ounsiow 

BUSsE, JOHN, Swansea, Gent. June25. Charles, Neath 

Cuaaman, —~ wee ANNE, Wavertree, nr Liverpool. June 14. Martin & Co, 

verpou 

Cox, ALBERT SEPTIMUS, Salford, Lancaster, Retired Veterinary Surgeon. May 
31.. Sutton & Co, Manchester 

CRANE, Mary, Bedford. June 30. Jessop & Son, Bedford 

Crask®, GEORGE, Bath. June 24. Stone & Co, Bath 

DEACON, SARAH, Bognor. June £0. Crowther, Chancery lane 

FERRIS, ELIZABETH, Wirtemberg st, Clapham. July 2. Mote & Son, Queen st 

FLetTcHéer, RoBERT WHITWORTH, Smithy Bridge, nr Rochdale, Farmer. Jue 
30. Standring & Taylor, Rochdale 

GaSkKIN, AMELIA, Prestwicb, nr Manchester. July 14. Wigglesworth & Roger- 
son, Manchester 

GeorGE, WILLIAM KiNG, Royal crescent, Notting hill, Esq. June 23, French, 
Crutched Friars 

GoopWIN, MarTIn_Battey. Manchester, Watchmaker. June 17. Steal & 
Broadsmith, Manchester 

GRIERSTON, CHARLOTZE JANE, Warrington. July 30. Ashton & Woods, Wa~- 
rivgton 

HAtiLas CHARLES, Huddersfield, Wooi So.ter. June 11. Welsh & W Sykes, 
Huddersfieid 

Hott, Joun, Goole, York, Innkeeper. Jurc 25 C'ark, Goole 


Hupson, GEORGE, Shadwell, nr Leeds, Oil Merchant. July 13. Malcolm, Leods 
HuGueEs, DANIEL WILLIAM, Dowlais, Publicar. June 25, Lewis, Merthyr Tydtil 
INCHBOLD, JOHN WILLIAM, Leeds, Artist. July 14. Turner & Barrows, Not- 


ngbam 
INGALL, WILLIAM LENNOX, Chester, Generalin Army. June 30, Fox & Thick- 
nesse, Abchurch lane 
JEFFERSON, JOHN, Elloughton, York, Farmer. June 20. Buckton & West, Eist 


orks 
Kent, Mary, Waterford rd, Fulham, June 20. Everett, Fulham rd, 8.W 
Laseqe Sarai, Newcastie upon Tyne. Juneé, Ghiffith & Co, Newcastle upon 
Fyne 5 
LonGpoN, ROBERT, Burbage, nr Buxton, Derby, Insurance Agent. July 13. 
Farrar & Hall, Manchester 
LOYER, GEORGE JOHN Baptist, Worthing, Gent. July 6. Holmes, Worthiog 
Powys-LYBBE, WILLIAM REGINALD LybBE, Wallingford, Berks, Esq. June 9. 
Blaudy & Co, Reaving 
MANERA, MARY ANNE, Brighton. Augi. Bolton & Co, Lincoln's iun fields 


May, R+v. fHomas, Tunbridge. June 20. J.H.& J. Y. Johnson, Lincoln’s inn 


elas 
MitwakrD, Lucy, Shrewsbury rd, Bayswater. June18. T. Jackson, Maidstone 
Moore, CHARLOTTE MorTON, Newport, I.W. June 30. Eldridge & Sons, New- 
t 


por 

MorGAan, CLEMENT CoMPTOY, Elm Tree rd, St John’s Wood, July 2. Shepheards, 
Finsbury circus 

OLDHAM, JOHX, Mansfield, Nottiagham, Chemist. June 3v. Alcock, Mansfisld 


Sarsons, BENJAMIN, Redditch, Gent. June 24. Tunbridge, Redditch 
SPENCER, Sara, Chapel Allerton, Somerset. June 20. Chapman, Weston super 


are 

Grapseee, E1iza, Dolton, North Devon. June 15, Still & Son, New sq, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

TaYLor, GEORGINA WOLFE, Brighton. June1. Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

TaYLor, JosHua, Ovenden, Halifax, Slater. June 19. Wavell & Co, Halifax 

TURNER, emeteae, Nottingham, Hotel Proprietor. June 23. Marriott, Not- 
tingham 

WATKIss, AARON ADAM, Brownlow rd, Bounds Green, Gent. June 30. Levy, 
Surrey st, Strand 

WIIMERSTONE, EDWIN JOHN THoMAsS, East India 1d, Poplar, Tailor. June 16, 
Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 


London Gasette—TUESDAY, May 22. 
Bowne JOUN PARKER, Bromfield g:dns, Kichmond. June 30. Beattie, New 
road 


st 
Broom, WILLIAM, Salford, Lancaster, Furniture Remover. June 16, Crofto:1 & 
Craven, Manchester 
Brown, JAMES, Eccles, ur Manchester, Carter. June 19. Vaudrey, Manchester 
CHAMBERS, ‘wal Wanpbby, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. June it, Atkinson & 
LO, u 
CHAPMAN, JOHN STRANGE, Bridge avenue, Hammersmith, Inspector-General of 
army Hospitals. Juuveti, Watson & Co, Bridge rd, Hammersmith 
Coombs, WILLIAM, Henbury, Gloucesteishire. July 1. Nichols, Bristul 


comet ag Isaac, Brighton, Gent. June 30. Holditch,St Michael’s alley, Corn- 

hi 

ELDE2F:ELD, THoMAS, Hammersmith rd, Gent. Juneill. Watson & Co, Bridge 
rd, Hammersmith 

Eis, EDWARD WATERLOO, Caversham rd, Kentish Towa, Esq. June22, Harri- 


son & Uo, Bedford ruw 
Frost, HANNAH, AGelaide rd, Haverstock Hill. July 3. Hird, Gt Titcbfield st 


HALsTEAD, CHARLES, North Bersted, Sussex, Yeoman. June 1. Staffurth, 
Bognor 
Hoaae. mane Ann, Crookham, Hants. July5. Humphreys & Sors, Holborn 
jiaiuct 
HUNTER, Lyp1, Wonford House, Exeter. July 17. Gibbs, Bath 
PouNTNEY, JOHN KEEVES, Birmingham, Gent. June 243, Simcox, Birmingham 
Rivers, GeorGe, Dagmar rd, Finsbury pk. June %. Tiddeman & Briggs, Fins- 





b 
| Rose, GuondE BELCHER, Norwich, Cork Cutter. July 12, Bailey & Oo, Nor- 
Ww 
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SackREE, Emma Frances, St George’s st, Commercial rd, Peckham, June 12. 
One: . Wych st Strand 

Fon, Mary, Lichfield. June 30. Holtom, Stoke upon Trent 

$ PLNCER, JOSEPH MARLEY, Sun/erland, Gent. July 25. Wilford, Sunderland 

&uTTon, Emma, Tonbridge Wells. July 1. Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks 


TILEY GEORGE FREDERICK Down st, Piccadilly, Stockbroker. June 30. Russ, 
King Williem et 

Topp. ANTHONY. Middlet~n in Teesdale, Durham, Gent. July 1. Holmes, 
Barnard Castle 

Tuck Jonn, Hil marton, Wits, Farmer. June 20. Mann & Rodway, Trow- 


«ge 
TURNER. ARTHUR HENRY. Wotton under Edge, Gloucester. June 24 Turner 
, _ & Chanter Wott: n under Edge 
War on, — TyRER, Lutterworth. June 25. Watson & Channer, Lutter- 
wort 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barlow, CHARLES East Retford, Nottinghamshire, Milk Seller Lincoln Pet 
May 28 Ord May 23 
PABRETT, WILLIAM DENNIS, Gt orm st, Ru sell sq, Licensed Victualler High 
Cowt Pet May 23 Ord May ¢ 
BLACKBURN, JOHN, Leeds, Joiner Enos Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Brown, MatGanksT. Stockton on Tees. Grocer Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Petr May'9 Ord May 19 
Day, THomMas TUNNICLIFFE. and THoMAS BRIAN, Longton, Staffordshire, 
Earthenware Manufacture’s Stoke on Trent Pet May 10 Ord May 22 
Dut, a DANIEL, Walthams ow, Builder High Cours Pet May 19 Ord 


em. , Hennes, Twickenham, no occupation High Court Pet Msy18 Ord 
vee. Gronoe, Iverson rd, Kilbirn, Bailder High Court Pet May 8 Ord 


ay. 

ae Heath, Bedfordshire, Horse Dealer Luton Pet May 23 
r¢ 

ie Jou, Wisbech, Cambs General Dea'er King’s Lynn TPet May 22 Ord 


ay 
——. Fraxcis, Southsea, Shipowner Portsmouth Pet May 14 Ord 
ay 
—— Fwy ELIZABETH, Bedford, Schoolmistress Bedford Pet May 22 
ay 
—- _—" Whitecross et, Coachman High Court Pet May 23 Ord 


— West Cowes, Bootmaker Newport and Ryde Pet May 22 

rd Ma: 

Hovston. ALEXANDER, gg mene, I.W., Lard Agent Newpert and Ryde Pet 
May 23 Ord May 

Howagp.. JOEN, Fumnerts, Lanes, Painter Bolton Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


avenaes, _xenvan, Willesden, Wharfinger High Court Pet May 22 Ord 
Tunun, Cranes, Temple Combe, Somerset, Plumber Yeovil Pet May 23 Ord 


James, Bbw. Aiershot, Cabinet Maker Guildford and Gcdalming Pet May 
ay! 
KNAPTON, ALBERT, Harrogate. Grocer York Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


1a, ras. sorts Tydfil, Flannel Merchant Merthyr Tydfil Pet May 22 
ay 
MILL. — Wolverhampton, Tobacconist Wolverhampton Pet May 23 Ord 
8 
Morsis, Evan, Kingsford, Herefordshire, Farmer Leominster Pet May8 Ord 


ay! 
~*~ PETER, Southport, Poot Dealer Liverpool Pct April 30 
r ay 
Naylor, GEORGE HEATH, Hoyland Nether, Yorks, Stationer Barnsley Pet 
May 23 Ord May 73 
PoRTER, JOHN, Haymarket High Court Pet March 28 Ord May 18 
TEED a AvGusta, Connaught eq, Hyde pk, Widow High Court Pet 
b 25 Ord April 19 
Wiis0%, JAMES, Hingham, Norfolk, Innkeeper Norwich PetMay8 Ord 


ay. 
ES enens, Harp alley, Marine Store Desler HighCourt Pet May 23 


Or fuy 23 
Wricat, WiLL1AM, Langwerth, Lincs, Machine Owner Lincoln Pet May 16 
Ord May 22 


The following amended rotice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb. 14 
Bonp, Cae ¥ PHILLIPINE, Birmingham, Brickm aker Birmingham Pet Feb 11 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 18 


Roninson, W11114M, Kendal, Cabinet Maker Kendal Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
The following amended notice is substituted ~ those published in the 
London Gazette of May 22 
Prre, WILLIAM, Grays, Essex, Oilman Rochester Pet May i7 Ord May 17 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


BonD, CLARE PHILLIPINE, Birmingham, Brickmaker June 6 atil 25, Colmore 
row. Birmingham 


CARRUTHERS, ROBERT, Liverpool, Milk Dealer June 5 at 12 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpovl 
FarsBalry, JaMES, Sutton, Auctioneer June 4 at 3 109, Victoria st, West- 


minster 

FLETCHER, WILLIAM, Thor nthwaite, nr Ripley, Corn Miller June 4at12 Court 
house, Northallerton 

FowLs, GEORGE WIL1IAM PERRY, Westerham. Kent, Saddler June 4 at 2.30 
®pencer & Reeves, Mount Plearant, Tundridge We ls 

Gases, Fees ELJZABETH, Bedford, Schoolmistress June 8atii 8, St Paul’s 
*q. 

HeEatu, JOHN, Nottingham, Boot Dealer June1 at12 Off Rec, 1, High Pave- 
mert, Nottingham 

mere, GEORGE, We :t Cowcs, Boot Maker June 2at3 Off Rec, Newpurt, Isle 


ight 
Seutene, SORACE Wutu14M, Colchester, Hairdresser June 1 at 11 Trinity 
chbrs, Colchester 
Hovston, te Ventnor, I.W., Land Agent June 5 at 12 St John’s 
entnor 
Howakp, SON, Farnworth, Larcs, Painter June 5atit. 16, Wood st, Bolton 





Hocuzs, Joun Davis, Cradley, Herefordshire, Grocer June 2 at 11 Off Rec, 
orcester 
ious, V Wuti1aM HEnry, Chester, pester in Works of Art June 8ati1030 Bank- 
‘/.” y Office, Crypt chbrs, Ches' 
——.. Any bs ais, he A Butcher June 4 at 12 Off Rec, 
eitbyr 
MELLOR, HENRY, Saddlewo: th, Yorks, Innkeeper June 1at2.30 George Hotel, 
Huddersfield 
SuPLL “a NaTHAN JOHN, Monmouth Paint Manufacturer June 4 at 12 Off 
lv, Tredegar pl. Newpuit Mon 
STOKES. Witt IAM. Stec} port, Cueshire, Builder Juneiat1115 Off Rec,County 
chbrs, Martet vl Stock vort 
StotT. CHARI ES. Oldham, late Innkeeper Junetati1 Off Rec, Priory chbrs, 
Union st, Oldham 
TABRANT. GEORGE, Worcester, Provision Dealer June 2 at 10.30 Off Rec, Wor- 
cester 
TEAL, MATTHEW. Silver hill. nr Pateley Bridge, Yorks, Corn Dealer June 4 at 
12 Court house. Northallerton 
Trovt, & —_— Nottingham, Cab Driver June 1 at 1t Off Rec, High pave- 
ment, Notts 
Waswasee, Seeene, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer June4atiil Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row radierc 
WaYLETT Tom Trims, North Walsham Norfolk, Boot Salesman June 2 at 12 
off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
WEEDON, ALBERT FRANCIS, Leicester, Hay Dealer June 4 at 12.30 28, Friar 
lane, Leicester 
Woop, GkoRGE, Stockton on Tees, Butcher Junebatii Off Rec, Stockton on 
ees 
Woop, JAMES WILLIAM, Brighton, out of business Jure 1 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 18. 
Broom, James, Morthoe, Devon, Butcher May 28 atiit Sanders & Son, High 


st, Barnstaple 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
er Francis ROBERT, Birmingham, Inventor Birmingham Pet March 3 


r ay 23 
BARLOW, CHARLES, East Retford, Notts, Milk Seller Liacoln Pet May 23 Ord 


May 23 
Batt, WILLIAM ROBERT, Bath, Upholsterer Bath Pet April23 Ord May 23 
BLACKBURN, JOHN, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
BonpD. CtaIRE panccaTem, Birmingham, Brickmaker Birmiogham Pet Feb 11 


Ord Feb1 
Duty, Tuomas Desm, Walthamstow, Builder High Court Pet Mayi9 Ord 
23 


EARDLEY, CHARLES, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet May 14 Ord May 22 
coum. HERBERT, Twickenham, out of busitess HighCourt Pet Mayis8 Ori 


ay 2 
EMBREY. Cusaean, Northwicb, Butcher Nantwich and Crewe Pet May i6 Ord 
ay 
GAUNTLETT, Francis, Southsea, Ship Owner Portsmouth Pet May 14 Ori 


ay 14 

— age ELIZABETH, Bedford, Schoolmistress Bedford Pet Mey 22 
rr ay 2: 

Gone. 24 + RENEL, Barking, Essex, Builder High Court Pet Mayié Ord 


Hanus, BW, Reston st, Hampstead rd, Greengrocer High Court Pet May 3 


ay 1 
HEATH, GEORGE, Whitecross, Coachman High Court Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
sere, Sew. West Cowes, Boot Maker Newport and Ryde Pet May 22 
r ay 
HowWARD, JOHN, Farnworth, Lancs, Painter Bo'ton Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


HOWLETT, Eouvup, Willesien, Wharfinger High C.urt Pet May 22 Od 
ay 23 
IMBER, py Temp’e Combe, Scmersetshire, Plumber Yeovil Pet May 23 


Ord Ma ay 23 
JACKSON, CHARLES, York, Confectioner York Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
JOHNS, JOHN, Carmarthen, Grocer Carmarthen Pet April2) Ord May 19 


Kay, ALFRED HERVEY, and GEORGE Lpeeees, Westbourne grove, Florists Hixh 
Court Pet May 11 Ord May 
LEWIB, yy Me rthyr Tydfil, Flonnel Merchant Merthyr Tydfil Pet May 22 
Or ay 2: 
Memes, ‘Joms Cx Cuanems WESLEY, Southsea, Outfitter Portsmouth Tc 
ay4 ¥ ay 
oem HENRY, Sa Valowerth, Yorks, Innkeeper Oldham Pet May 19 Ord 
ay 22 
Ray, Bsiscor, Hanover sq, Solicitor High Court Pet March9 Ord May 18 


REECE, ane, Berners st, Oxfordst,Costumier High Court Pet Mayi4 Ord 


May 2: 
Ropiyson, W1ILL1AM, Kendal, Cabinet Maker Kendal Pet May 15 Ord May 23 
SMITH, WILLIAM, Stroud, Fishmonger Gloucester Pet May 14 Ord May 22 
Taman, GEORGE, Worcester, Provision Dealer, Worcester Pct May18 Ord 
23 


ay 

TEMPL ETON. HENRY bps met NorGaTE, New Cut, Lambeth, Butcher High Court 
Pet May13 Ord May 

TWSEN, on + -y Old st, bt t Luke’ 8, Basket Manufacturer High Court Pet Feb 
3 re ay 23 

WRIGHT, WILLIAM, Langworth, Lincolnshire, Machine Owner Lincoln Pct 
Mayi6 Ord May 22 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


BENGER, WILLIAM Epuunp, Fairview, Towyn, nr Conway, Artist Birkenhead 
Adjud May5 Annul May 22 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BANNISTER, EDMUND, Stafford,Grocer Stafford Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
BaYLir, CHARLES JOHN ANDEEW, Lowestets, Suffolk, Smack Owner Grea‘ 
Yarmouth Pet May 24 Ord May 
BEAcogs. bp) Clee, lucdetdie, “mack Owner Great Grimsby Pet 
r 
Brssy, THOMAS, Sone Clothes Dealer Butnley Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Brrcu. RICHARD. Harley, Seenoeee s and Hairdresser Hanley, Burslem, ani 
Tunstall Pet May 12 Ord May 
Brack, RopskT, Whalton, N hat, Aerated Water Maker Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May 12 Ord May 24 
nea, by come, Heath, Worces, Baker Birmingham Pet May 


Bnoo¥: J Sanne, wy by John st rd, Coachbuilder High Court Pet May 25 Ord 
BUXTON, Henny, Watton, Norfolk, Brazier Norwich Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
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con Aran, S Goteshenl, Mineral Water Maker Newcastle on Tyne Pet 


Coox, Gzorae, Gates rd, Watchmaker High Court Pet May 25 Ord May $5 
ee eee North Lopham, Norfolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet May 23 


ae Epwiep, Llanfor, nr Bala, Merionethshire, Farmer Wrexham Pet 


23 Ord May 23 
Euuorn, un Glew street, Camberwell, Printer High Court Pet May 24 
rd May 2 


FRENCH, EDMUND OLIVER, Coventry, Commission Agent Coventry Pet May 25 
Ord May 25 
cme. WILLIAM, Kilburn Park rd, Gent High Court Pet April 16 Ord 


Ma 
GREEN, Warsz Henry, New Chee, Lincolnshire, Smack Owner Great 
Grimsby Pet May 26 Ord May 
GUBBINS, ALFRED ne Bisley, " Reansstentio, Haulier Gloucester Pet 
2 Ord 
Hrrwourd, RicuARD, H Horbury, York, Flock Manufacturer Wakefield Pet 
t Or ay 2 
a. Apax, Buxton, "maton, Carter Stockport Pet May 24 Ord 
Soumeon,. ‘CHRIEOP PHER, the younger, Colchester, Licensed Victualler Col- 
chester Pet May 26 Ord May 
JOHNSON. JOHN, and j Mt Warsz Jemuant, Dewsbury, York, Card 
Makers Dewsbury Pet May 2 Ord May 
JoNES, JOHN, Harlech eteneeeewe, Blackemith Port Madoc ard Blaenau 
Festiniog Pet May 26 Ord May 
Kina, HENRY, Herne Bay, Hotel os Canterbury Pet May5 Ord May 25 


Lockwoop, CHARLES, and AARON my Huddersfield, Cloth Merchants 
Huddersfield Pet May 2% urd M bag s6 

Lopes. RALPH KEKEWICH, oemnees ldgs, Barrister at Law High Court 
Pet April17 Ord May 

M — hm B Lovis, Garoline st, Gt Russell st, Clerk High Court Pet 

ay 26 ay 2 

Mies, Epwin CHar_zs, Chalton st, Somers Town, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

MITCHELL, WILLIAM, ‘Ashtord, Kent, Tobacconist Cante:bury Pet May 24 Ord 


ay 24 
Monk, Gnances, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Builder St Albans Pet May 25 
0 25 
Ross, clone Rosert, Dartford, Club Proprietor High Court Pet May 26 


SANDERSON ON, ALFRED, Bradford, Yorks, Confectioner Bradforl Pet May 24 
ay 24 
pricrsAND, CHARLES, Bournemouth, Brickmaker Poole Pet May 23 Ord 


Surrow,. SosErH, Elland, Yorks, Coal Merchant Halifax Pet May 25 Ord 


a 
TaYLOR, Tames, Oldham, Boltmaker Oliham Pet May 24 Ord May 24 


ees Hy: bw yt Suenee, Beverley, Yorks, Surveyor Kingston upon Hull 
Pet May 1 
Want, 2 saens, H Hanley, , + Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet May 21 


WIppowson, oo, Sileby, Leicestershire, Baker Leicester Pet May 24 Ord 
WILLIAMs, Joum, Newton Abbott, Devon, Coach Builder Exeter Pet May 25 
Wneen, Sony, Willsbridge, Gloucestershire, Grocor Bristol Pet May 23 Ord 
Wiso3, TuoAs, Wandsworth, Appraiser Wandsworth Pet May 23 Ord 


Woop, Wares, Hastings, Clerk Hastings Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Worton, James, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
woorri a Hewney, Cheltenham, Cvach Builder Cheltenbham Pet May 24 


The following amended notice is substituted Ses that publ'shed ia the 
London Gazette of May 22 
Gamnees. JaMESs Epwin-REED, Torquay, Baker Exeter Pet May 18 Ord 


ay 18 
"e FIRS MEETINGS. 
Bansrstes, Epmunp, &tafford, Grocer June5at3 County Co urt, Stafford 


BakB oe Mary. and James AUGUSTUS ADDERLEY Barber. Sawbridgeworth, 
rts,Coal Merchants June5atii D.msdale Arms, Hertford 
BALE. CHARLES JOHN tet Lowestoft, Smack.wner June 9 at 12 Off 
ec, 8, King st. Norwich 
Braecu, RicHanp, Hanley, Tobacconist June 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, Newcastle 
nnder me 
Bu a | RoBeer, Whialton, Northumberland, Aerated Water Manufacturer June 
at2.30 Off R c, Pink lane, Newcastle on ‘Tyne 
BiacknvaN, a yd “Alexander rd, Hornsey, Stationer June5ati1 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s 
BROWNING, JOHN, Stroud, Plumber JuneSat5 Imperial Hotel, Stroud 


Buxton, Ba Watton, Norfol*, Braizer June9at11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


No 

Oamppett, ALIcE, Gateshead, Mineral Water Manufacturer June 9 at 10.30 
Off Pink lane, Newcastle on is 

OLanm,, beg > West Hartlepool, Painter June 5 at 5.30 Royal Hotel, 


Com CHantas GrorGcs, address unknown June 5 at 12 33, Carey st, 
incolo’s inn 
CRoWE,  SAteee Wane, North Lopham, Norfolk, Farmer June5at2 Magistrates’ 


Davies, J EDWARD Lianfor, nr Bala, Merionethshire, Farmer June 9 at 10.30 
Owen GI. dwr Hotel, Corwen 

Evans, JOHN rn, Up ton Manor, Eesex, Oilman June 5 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, baseneel st, HAncoln’ sinn fields 

GARNE, THOMAS, M y, Glos, A June 12 at 1.30 Langston Arms 
Hotel, Chipping Norton J unction, Oxford 

Come FRANCIS, Southsea, Shipowner June 6 at 12.30 166, Queen st, 

Gu -—— WILLIAM, Bisley, Glos, Haulier June 5 at 4 Imperial Hotel, 


ome, CHartes, Chalk Farm rd, Bedding Manufacturer June 8 at 11. Pank- 
uptcy bldgs, Portugal st, ‘Lincoln's! s inn fields 
Hatt, Isaac, Old Hill, Staffs, Grocer June 5 at 10.15 Off Rec, Duiley 
Has.iP, JAMES FREDERICK, Victoria terr, New Southgate, Oilman June 7 at il 
30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 
HAYEs, HEnry, Duncan st, Islington, out of business June 12 at 12 Bankruptcy 
=. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
MBER, CHARLES, Temple Combe, Somersetshire, Plumber JuneS8atilt Off Ree, 


ury 
JACKSON, CHARLE3, York, Confectioner June 6 at 12.30 Off Rec, York 





JEFF ALFRED, New Ozford st, Picture Frame Dealer June 7 at 11 33, Ca‘ey 
coln’s inn \ 


st, 





comm, WILtIAM CLAYTON, and Ropert WItt1aM Brenes, Liverpool, Merchants 

une8at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv: 

Krrcuina, Jonny, and RICHARD KiTcH1INnG, Bowness, Westmoreland, Farmers 
June 9 at 11.45 Off Rec, 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

KNAPTON, ALBERT, Harrowgate, Grocer June 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, York 


Lana, THomas, and JosEPa i. Burnley, Plumbers June 5 at 3 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burn 
LEWIS, JOSEPH ( (sep oatate). "Spennymoor, Durham, Poot Dealer June 6 at 4,30 
Three Tuvs ey 
awe. [omre, and JoHN yr] Spennymoor, Durham, Boot Dealers June 6 
Three Turs Hotel, Durham 
Lroxs, J, 5 , = —- st, Fitzroy sq, Draper June7ati2 33, Carey st, Lincola’s 


———— Jonn, Studley rd, Forest So. Traveller June 8 at 2.30 Bank- 
suptey blogs. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
MEAD, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Phoenix oy ‘Mowsate st, Importer of Stationery 
June 6at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's ian fields 
MITCHELL, WILLIAM, Ashford, Kent, Tobacconist June 6 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
NogkTH. CHARLES NIVEN McINT¢RE, Borou h High st, Architect. June 12 at ~— 
Bankruptcy b!dgs, —— st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
NOTTINGHAM, W3LLIAM, sen, Cam ridge mews, East Kilburn, Cab Proprietor 
June 5atit_ 33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
wurenss, Mase. Hanley, Confectioner J a 7 at 11.39 Off Reo, Newcastle 
under Lyme 
Ower, JOHN, Xs sg st, Aldgate, Tarpaulin Manufacturer JuneGatit Bank- 
tuptes bid . Portug. ul st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
PORTER, OxOHY, aymarket June 5 at 230 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


RENSHAW, THOMAS. Bagillt, panne, General Dealer Junc 8 at2 Bankruptcy 
Ottice. Crypt chmbrs, Chaste! 

Robinson, WILLIAM, Kendal, Westmoreland, Cabinet Maker June 9 at 10.45 
Off Ree, 37. og te, Ken 

SANDERSON, a = ford, Confectioner June7atto Off Rec, 31, Manor 


rd, Bradf 

Suaw. CHARLES SPINK. West Bridgeford, Notts,Gent June5at 12 Off Rec, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 

SipTuHorrs, HENRY gS Hove, School Proprietor Juneéati2 Off Reo, 
4, Pavition bliga, B: rig hton 

Sm1TH, WILLIAM, Stroul, Fishmonger June5at3 Imperial Hotel, Stroud 


ETIOKLAND, CHARLES, Bouracmouth, Brickmaker Juneé at4 Criterion Hotel, 
Bournemouth 

SUTTON, Jo3ePH, Elland, Yorks, Coal Merchant June7atit Off Rec, Town- 
ball chmbrs Halitax 

SYKES, ARCHIBALD, Harrogate, Wiae Merchint Jure 7 at 2.45 Off Res, York 


TayLor, James. Oldham, Bolt Maker June 7 at 3 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, 
nion st, Oldham 
TayLor, THomas, Ambleside, Westm >reland, Clogger June 9 at 11.15 Off Ree, 
37, Stramongat+, Kendal 
Wanqgnercn,, Ben Cowrsr. West Hartlepool, Plumber June 6 at 5 Royal 
Hotel, West Harciepool 
WEsz, H., Bucklersby June 6atit 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Weeeaee. end WILuIaM, Cardiff, Grocer June8at3] Off Rec, Corn st, 
TISto. 
vee. & Joun, Newton Abbott, Derbyshire, Coach Builder June 8 at 2 
'e, Exeter 
Wiiiiams, Writs, Lisorwat, Denbighshire, Innkeeper June 8 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey Office, Crypt chbrs, Chester 
Wira0%, Jou, Willsb: , Gloucestershire, Grocer June7at2 Bank chbrs, 


var any a, Hingham, Norfolk, Innkeeper June9atit Off Reo, 8, 
ngs a 
WIny. ~~ peeate Wiaarns, Leeds, Grocer Janedatit Off Reo, 22, Park row, 


WORSLEY ‘Gzoses, Brighton, China Dealer June5at12 Bankruptoy bldogs, 
Lincoln’s ina 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
ndon Gazette of May 25 
FAIRDAIRN, JAMES, Sutt: n, Auctioneer June7at3 109, Victoria st, Westminster 


ADJUDIOCATIONS. 
ATKINSON, ALFRED EDWARD, Orytagten, Kent, out of business Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May7 Ord a= 
BANNISTER, EpMuUsD, Stafford, Grocer Stefford Pet May 23 Ord May 3 


BAYLit, CHARLES JOHN ANDREW, Lowestoft, Smack Owner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet May 24 Ord oy F 4 
—~ WILLIAM, Clee, Lincolnshire, Smack Owner GtGrinsby Pet May 23 
ay 23 
—_ ‘jane Janm, Ea:t Greenwich, Barge Owner Greenwich Pet April 
ay 2: 
— ry roe rd, Regent’s pk, n>» occupation High Court Pet 
ug 2 a 
BIBBY, Thomas, Buraley, Secondhand Clothes Dealer Burnley Pet May25 Ord 


a “Brctaxp, Hauler, Tobacconist Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet 

ay il 

ee 34 ‘Alexander rd, Hornsey, Stitione: High Court Pct May 
12 a 

——« a Ag Jvhn st rd, Coachbuilder High Court Pet May 25 Ord 


Brows, ee AMES, Stroud, Grocer Gloucester Pet May3 Ord May 26 

BROWNING, JOHN, Stroud, Plumber Gloucester Pet May 19 Ord May 26 

Buxton, Henry, Watton, Norfolk, Brazier Norwich Pet May 24 Ord May 26 

CAMPB&LL, ALICE, Gateshead, Mineral Water Manufacturer Newcastle on Tyo 
Pet May 2% Ord May 

CHEEK, MARTIN, Cardiff, Plamber Cardiff Pet May 1t Ord May 26 , 

mee Nar Duffield, Derby, Paper Bag Dealer Derby Pet April 13 


Cook, GEORGE, Goswell rd, Watchmaker High Court Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

CRroWE, MALTEYWARD, North Lopham, Farmer Ipswich Pet May 23 Ord May 28 

uae, Pezam, Lianfor, nr Bala, Merioneth, Farmer Wrexham Pet May 23 

EBERLE, e 44 Fiohorion, nr Liverpool, Restaurant Proprietor Liverpool 
Pet April 2i Ord M 

am * — Olney st, Tenbevedt, Priater High Court Pet May 24 Ord 


RicHARD PrncomBeE, Auerley, Surrey, out of business High Court Pet 
h27 Ord May 25 


Francis, THOMAS Dixos, on. Gasmesthqntiien, Butter Merchant Oar- 
manhen Pet Ma 
— Tee se Riatene on st, Town, Baker High Court Pet 
a 
GREEN. WILLIAM axe, New Clee, Smack Owner Great Grimsby Pet May 
26 Ord May 26 
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GuBBINs, ALFRED WiL11AM, Bisley, Gloucestershire, Haulier Gloucester Pet | 
May 23 Ord May 25 
Hue, . ENJAMIN, Cheltenham, Builder Cheltenham Pet April 25 


ay 19 | 
ae comm. Nottingham, Boot Dealer Nottingham Pet May 12 Ord 
ay 


HzpwortH, Ricnarp, Horbury, Yorks, Flock Manufacturer Wakefield Pet | 
May 24 Ord May 24 
Hows. Apam, Buxton, Derbyshire, Carter Stockport Pet May 24 Ord 


ay 24 
Jct, Benszaur, Sheffield, Financial Agent Sheffield Pet March 14 Ord 
a 


25 
JAMES, Ew. Aldershot, Cabinet Maker Guildford and Godalming Pet May | 


17 Ord May 24 


JOHNSON, CHRISTOPHER, jun, Colchester, Licensed Victualler Colchester Pet | 
ay 26 Ord May 26 

JOHNSON, THOMAS, Sutton within Macclesfield, Silk Throwster Macclesfiell Pet 
a 4 Ord May 19 

JONES. JOHN, Harlech, Mericnethshire, Blacksmith Portmadoc and Blaenau 
Festiniog Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Jockwoop, CHARLES. and AARON WorRSLEY, Huddersfield, Worsted Cloth Manu- 
facturers Huddersfield Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

MEUSCH, FREDERICK Louis, Carolice st, Great Russell st, Clerk High Court Pet | 


May 26 Ord May 26 
Mum1s. com, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist Wolverhampton Pet May 23 Ord 


WorrTON, JAME3, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet May 25 Ord May 25 


Ord | Wrewmnses, HEnky, Cheltenham, Coachbuilder Cheltenham Pet May 24 Ord 
| May 24 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 


Davias.—May 25, Newport, Mon, tke wife of Fred. W. Davies, solicitor, of a 


daughter. 
KENT.—May 29. at Goldhurst-terrace, South Hampstead, the wife of John Stan- 


ley Kent, solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGE, 
W11soN—ALDIN.—May 24, at Clapham, Robert Alexander Wilson, barrister-ate 
law, to Ellen Julia, daughter of Charles Aldin, of Clapham-park. 


DEATHS. 
CARBERY.— May 24, at Dinan, France, Edward Spencer Carbery, barrister-at- 
law, aged forty-seven. 
NFat.— May 28, at Greenwood-road, Dalston-rise, William Neal, solicitor, aged 
fifty-six. 
TEESDALE.— May £7, John Marmaduke Teesdale, aged sixty-nine. 
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RILzy. Paneer E, Connaught st, Edgware rd,a Lieutenant High Court Pet 
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SANDERSON, ALFRED, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford Pet May 24 Ord May 24 | 

SHaw, Came Srrink, West Bridgeford, Notts, Gent Nottingham Pet May 
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SHERBORN, FRANCIS, Bedfont, Farmer Kingston Pet May16 Ord May 25 
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WInpowson, AMOs, Sileby, Leicestershire, Baker Leicester Pet May 24 Ord | Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
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WINTER. WILLIAM, Harp alley, Marine Store Dealer High Court Pet May 28 in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 


Ord May 25 | . 
Woop, WALTER, Hastings, Clerk Hastings Pet May 26 Ord May 26 Publisher. 


THE COLONIAL COLLEGE & TRAINING FARMS, LIMITED, 


HOLLESLEY BA Y;, SUFFOLKE. 
Established January, 1887, for the Training of Youths for Colonial Life. 
Capital £100,000 in 20,000 Shares of £5 each, of which £40,000 has been already Allotted. 


ay 26 | 
Waln, JAMES, Hanley, Auctioneer Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet May A 
y 24 











Chairman—ABRAHAM SCOTT, Esq., London Chairman of the National Bank of Australasia, and of R. Goldsbrough & Co., Limited, 
Bankers—Messrs. Diuspate, Fowrer, & Co., and Messrs. Ransom, Bovveate, & Co. 
Solicitors—Mesers. Witkixs, Bryrn, & Durroy, 112, Gresham House. 
The College owns a fine seaside estate of 1,330 acres, and is in full working order, with 45 students. : 
Accommodation for 100 is urgently required. The Directors therefore continue to ISSUE FURTHER SHARES in order to 


provide additional buildings, stock, plant, &c. 
Prospectus and full information may be obtained from the Secretary, at the above address. 


FIRE!! BURGLARS!!| EDE AND SON, London Gazette. 
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